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ABSTRACT 
In Charleston, the preservation movement has broadened its scope, including a 
varied and wider range of construction periods, architectural categories, and geographic 
locations. This study shows that the local preservation movement, as witnessed through the 
lens of the Carolopolis Award Program, has re-focused its preservation ethic to be more 
inclusive of a more diverse array of properties. The nation’s oldest municipal preservation 
organization was founded in Charleston in 1920 as the Society for the Preservation of Old 
Dwellings. After three decades, the society changed its name to fit a more generalized view 
of preservation: the Preservation Society of Charleston.  
In 1953, the organization began awarding the Carolopolis Award to excellent 
preservation around the city. Until now, the Carolopolis Award Program has never been 
investigated as to how it relates to the larger, national trends of a broadening preservation. 
In the last sixty-five-years     , the award has been conferred upon more than 1,200 
properties. Some properties have even won the merit multiple times for continued excellent 
preservation efforts. Using GIS mapping, analyses of the organization’s published 
announcements of winners, and the physical traits of those awarded properties, such as 
their architectural category, degree of embellishment, period of construction, and period of 
preservation, a parallel between the national preservation movement’s broadening 
professionalization and ethos in regards to what to save is demonstrated through the master 
list of Carolopolis Award winners over the last sixty-five-years. 
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INTRODUCTION 
What in Charleston’s preservation movement had caused jealousies, was said could 
summon Beelzebub, was said to be the “carrot” of preservation and is hypothesized to 
increase property value’s by thousands of dollars?  
Figure 1. Carolopolis and Pro Merito Awards. 
The Preservation Society of Charleston’s Carolopolis Award is the intriguing 
answer. Under the auspices of the Carolopolis Award Program, more questions can be 
posed; this thesis asks: has the award program broadened in respect to the awarded 
structure’s architectural categories, degree of architectural categories, construction dates 
and ages at awarding, and location around Charleston? If so, how does the Society’s 
1
exhibition of the award program, interpreted through its Preservation Progress newsletters, 
speak to the hypothesized broadening of the award program? 
One might assume that any allusion to a “sickness” bears a negative connotation; 
however, if one were “bitten by the exercise bug”, negativity is not assumed lest the 
individual over exert themselves. In most cases, the idiom suggests that the activity grips 
the interests of the individual. Historic preservation can be such a “bug” activity. It can be 
“contagious” in a sense. It can have “side effects.” It can be “symptomatic” and bear 
qualities that one might study during a “diagnosis” of historic preservation. To conduct a 
historic preservation “treatment”, one might “prescribe” a campaign of affecting the area 
of historic significance.  
If one were to view Charleston’s preservation movement as a “bug,” the structures 
awarded the Carolopolis Award would represent an “epidemic” of the activity. With over 
1,250 unique structures awarded, the inventory of Carolopolis Award-winning structures 
represents a significant portion of the city’s built environment. Since 1953, the Preservation 
Society of Charleston has used its award program to recognize “excellent preservation” of 
the Lowcountry’s architecture.  
This thesis analyzes the Carolopolis Award Program in the sixty-five-year period 
from 1953 to 2017. The sixty-five-years of the award program allow for a study of the 
Society’s “historic preservation bug.” In those sixty-five-years of the award program, the 
Society’s the awarded properties’ architectural categories, degree of architectural 
categories, construction dates and ages at awarding, and location around Charleston 
2
provide this thesis with a wealth of data for diagnosing the Society’s “historic preservation 
bug”: the Carolopolis Award Program.  
Has the Preservation Society of Charleston’s Carolopolis Award Program been an 
atypical “bug”, or irrational, throughout the analyzed sixty-five-years? Has the award 
program been a typical “bug”, or rational, throughout that period? Has the award program 
broadened in respect to the awarded structure’s architectural categories, degree of 
architectural categories, construction dates and ages at awarding, and location around 
Charleston? In answering these questions, this thesis addresses: how does the aforesaid 
physical characteristics of the Preservation Society of Charleston’s Carolopolis Award 
Program reflect a broadening or expanding view of historic preservation in Charleston? 
Why Critique Historic Preservation and the Recognition of It? 
To both people alive today and in the future, old places are and will be valued for 
a wealth of reasons, outlines Thompson M. Mayes. He lists thirteen important 
interconnected functions and purposes for saving old places, such as their authenticity, 
beauty, sanctity, reverence, economic value, sustainable nature, educational value, identity 
(both individual and civic), community fostering, evidence of historic events, and 
memories of the past.1  
David Lowenthal, in The Past Is A Foreign Country, reminds us that memory, 
contrary to the empirically testable history, is a process of insight into the past that is 
“indubitable, inescapable and prima-fascie.” Once a structure is constructed, it begins to 
1 Thompson M. Mayes, Why Old Places Matter (Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield Publishing Group, 
Inc., 2018), 1-103. 
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take on the residue of the process of memory – through weathering and decay over time, it 
becomes a relic, attesting to the past.2 One cannot be certain the past truly occurred as one 
is told, however buildings and other tangible markers echo the past from whence they 
came. They are explicit but incomplete images of the past, Lowenthal says.3  
These sites, however historic, live in the present and their statuses, identities, and 
conditions are all shaped by the present, especially by those humans that identify important 
memories with them. When a site is identified as historic, Lowenthal asserts that it is given 
a higher value of significance in relation to its surroundings.4 It is marked and designated 
on a mental map, providing it status elevated above insignificant or non-historic structures. 
Markers enhance the past. If a marker, identifying a valued historic site, is affixed 
to that site, such as the Carolopolis Award which is awarded for exemplary preservation 
and is intended to be placed prominently on the street-facing façade of a structure, it, 
“echoes the condition of being historical.”5 Markers, thus, reiterate the age of the structure, 
substantiating the patina of decay and the value of the relic’s age.6 Where markers are 
displayed, Lowenthal says that they provide appeal to the site, by shining a light upon it. 
For a marker that can only be earned, like the Carolopolis Award, the symbol as an 
identifier of an elevated status encourages preservation elsewhere. In order for it to be 
attained, preservation must be undertaken. In this light, the Carolopolis Award matters 
because it inspires other preservation campaigns. 
2 David Lowenthal, The Past is a Foreign Country (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1985), 
185. 
3 Lowenthal, The Past Is A Foreign Country, 268. 
4 Lowenthal, The Past Is A Foreign Country, 264. 
5 Lowenthal, The Past Is A Foreign Country, 264. 
6 Lowenthal, The Past Is A Foreign Country, 268. 
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Melinda J. Milligan, author of the 2007 article Buildings as History: The Place of 
Collective Memory in the Study of Historic Preservation, connects David Lowenthal’s 
analysis of historic preservation as incomplete memories of relics with Alois Riegl’s theory 
of age-value.7 Milligan theorizes that the historic preservation field uses the notion that 
buildings are vessels possessing past histories for two main reasons:  one, to justify the 
preservation of the buildings themselves, and two, to justify the preservation of as much as 
possible. The latter theory compounds Lowenthal’s observations that the “cult of 
preservation” has exponentially broadened its scope to include nearly all material artifacts. 
Buildings as history, Milligan argues, is fundamental to historic preservation 
because of sociological reasons, the relation of collective memory to the field of heritage 
conservation, and, broadly, the processes of meaning construction to the said field. 
Underlining the importance of understanding this, Milligan identifies historic preservation 
as inherently grounded in collective memory. Citing Diane Barthel, a scholar of historic 
preservation, Milligan asserts that the field importantly “revalues and represents the past 
through saving, maintaining, and reconstructing historic structures and artifacts.”8 
Preservation has developed a pluralistic nature in which contemporary practitioners 
of the discipline strive to save sites representative of a broad range of cultures, not just a 
7 Sebastian Barassi, writing for, the Tate Musuem in the United Kingdom states Riegl’s theory of age-value 
is still a valid framework Barassi abbreviates a definition of age-value as, “a view of the monument as an 
organic object in a state of degradation from the moment it is created. It thrives on a purely visual 
appreciation of age, regardless of historical or artistic considerations.” Contrarily, he provides a definition 
for historical-value and other forms of applying to value to art, in the case of this thesis architecture. See 
Sebastian Barassi, “The Modern Cult of Replicas: A Rieglian Analysis of Values in Replication,” 
Tate.org.uk, https://www.tate.org.uk/research/publications/tate-papers/08/the-modern-cult-of-replicas-a-
rieglian-analysis-of-values-in-replication. 
8 Milligan, Melinda J, “Buildings as History: The Place of Collective Memory in 
the Study of Historic Preservation,” Symbolic Interaction 30, no. 1 (Winter 2007): 105-107. 
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dominant culture as was the early goal of preservation movements saving structures that 
strictly reinforced their own narratives. Milligan uses her case study of preservation in New 
Orleans to illustrate the incorporation of the pluralistic preservation strategy: saving a 
broader range of structures justifies saving the whole built environment. Yet this strategy 
has the consequence of altering the collective memory of historic places key to 
understanding race relations and other topics preservationists and historians sometimes 
find difficult to address. 
Unfortunately, Milligan states that this pluralistic nature of historic preservation 
has saved sites for inappropriate reasons. Instead of any argument being made about what 
may have happened at a site (for example, the restoration of a slave quarter on the site of a 
New Orleans town house), the justification for saving it is solely dependent upon the age 
of the structure.9 To minority groups associated with the dark history of a structure, the 
preservation of the structure solely for its age and not for a past event renders the affected 
community voiceless in questioning or supporting its preservation. The collective memory 
tied to the history of the place becomes muted with the strategy of preserving a structure 
focused on the merit of its age rather than its associated historic events or people.  
This has led to detractors of this contemporary preservation strategy. Opponents 
argue that historic preservationists care more about the buildings they preserve than about 
the communities surrounding the sites. Preservationists counter-argue that the strategy of 
saving everything is in fact caring about the people of the present. These preservationists, 
9 Milligan, “Buildings as History: The Place of Collective Memory in 
the Study of Historic Preservation,” 107. 
6
Milligan included, attest that an expanding utilization of the meaning of “historic fabric”, 
National Register for Historic Places criteria, contexts and stories, invocation of historic 
events, patterns of history, and sites of social history affords attention to previously 
undiscussed minority groups, from indigenous peoples to members of the LGBTQ+ 
community.10 In addition, Milligan also states that this expanded ideology of preservation 
is beneficial not only by including a wider range of subjects but also by generating a source 
of economy and providing access to people in the present as well as in the future.11 
Wells and Stiefel, recently in 2018, argue in Human-Centered Built Environment 
Heritage Preservation: Theory and Evidence-Based Practice that orthodox historic 
preservation, or heritage conservation, should in many aspects become tautological, 
meaning that practice is static, repeated, and not innovatively critical. However, Historic 
preservation academia in the United States is conflicted between expert-rule, colonialist, 
Western, conventional doctrine and more democratic, non-Western, emancipatory 
methods. Conventional or orthodox historic preservation is founded on rationale but not 
empiricism. This rationale, “tends to enforce top-down, hegemonic processes because of 
its emphasis on certainty.”12 
As Wells and Stiefel suggest, historic preservation should de-regulated from 
expert-rule and its tautological rationale. For instance, the fifty-year rule espoused for 
National Register eligibility is arbitrary. Rather than basing a site’s significance on whether 
10 Milligan, “Buildings as History: The Place of Collective Memory in 
the Study of Historic Preservation,” 110-113. 
11 Milligan, “Buildings as History: The Place of Collective Memory in 
the Study of Historic Preservation,” 120. 
12 Jeremy C. Wells and Barry Stiefel, Human Centered Built-Environment Heritage Preservation (New 
York, NY: Routledge, 2019), 1-10. 
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it is fifty years or older because that is the codified procedure, a site’s significance should 
instead be based on, “meanings derived from contemporary meanings and values of 
everyday people.”13  
 A considerable effect of expert-rule on historic preservation is the undue focus on 
historic fabric compared to the people and communities attached to the fabric. Historic 
preservation should be treated in terms of the interest groups, such as the community 
activists and organizations like the Preservation Society of Charleston, driving historic 
preservation; academia may be involved in historic preservation but it is not the driving 
force.  
Rather, people within the affected areas steer preservation. However, even these 
entities can sometimes be culpable of centering their initiatives on historic fabric and not 
on the people within the area. A poignant example of this is the early to mid-twentieth 
century slum clearing preservation efforts of both the Historic Charleston Foundation and 
the Preservation Society of Charleston. Their preservation campaigns were interested in 
displacing low-income minority groups who the preservationists deemed unsatisfactory to 
the reclaimed neighborhood.  
Wells and Stiefel claim, historic preservation has been too focused on sentiment, 
especially reverence for the past.14 Relics of the past, recalling Lowenthal, contain a “felt” 
essence of yesteryear. As the authors wisely inquire about the “holiness” of historic objects, 
referencing Milligan and Mayes’ important attributes of old places, is there a validity to 
13 Jeremy C. Wells and Barry Stiefel, Human Centered Built-Environment Heritage Preservation, 1-10. 
14 Jeremy C. Wells and Barry Stiefel, Human Centered Built-Environment Heritage Preservation, 1-10. 
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why things are preserved? In relation to the Carolopolis Award, it is important to ask why 
a structure received the award for exemplary preservation. 
Preservation in the United States 
The American preservation movement has expanded the scope of what is 
considered to be preservable. This process has been continuous since the beginning, but 
beginning in the mid-twentieth century, the National Trust for Historic Preservation and 
the National Register of Historic Places were two of the most momentous developments in 
the broadening definition of preservable sites. Compared to the formative years of historic 
preservation when house museums from the colonial and post-Revolution era were the only 
focus, there has been a gradual widening of the preservation lens to include sites associated 
with vernacular, minorities, and more recent designs and events.15  
The national preservation movement has its roots in the mid-nineteenth century’s 
house museums, beginning with Ann Pamela Cunningham’s founding of the Mount 
Vernon Ladies Association in 1853. Cunningham, a white, upper class woman, 
championed the popular “Cult of Domesticity” ideology of her day, in which women were 
viewed as the necessary maternal educators of America’s next generation of compatriots. 
In her restoration of George Washington’s residence, Cunningham promoted values central 
to white, Protestantism.  
An Act of Congress established Yellowstone National Park in 1872. Though 
Yellowstone, at the time, did not contain any significant historic sites, artifacts, or features 
that would require historic preservation, the establishment of the first national park would 
15 Robert E. Stipe, A Richer Heritage (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 2009), 9. 
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pave the way for the federal government’s further involvement in the next century. Federal 
involvement in historic sites was deepened in 1906 with the passing of the Antiques Act, 
allowing the President to declare national monuments.16 Exactly a decade later, the Organic 
Act created the National Park Service, “a new federal bureau in the Department of the 
Interior responsible for protecting the thirty-five national parks and monuments.”17 Until 
the early 1930s, the National Park Service, though, did not employ a professional 
historian.18  
In the early twentieth century, men got more involved in the field of historic 
preservation. Barthel claims that the, “financial backing for preservation’s most publicized 
showcases came from wealthy individuals who wanted to communicate in this very visual 
way their image of the American society, past and present.”19 Tycoons John D. 
Rockefeller, and Henry Ford were early male patrons of historic preservation. Rockefeller 
in the 1920s and 1930s and Ford and the 1910s used their finances to create educational 
“historic villages”, respectively Williamsburg, Virginia where the former constructed and 
moved on-site colonial-era buildings and Greenfield Village, Michigan where the latter 
moved on site technological “relics”.20  
16 National Park Service, “American Antiquities Act,” NPS.gov, 
https://www.nps.gov/subjects/legal/american-antiquities-act-of-1906.htm. 
17 National Park Service, “NPS History,” NPS.gov, https://www.nps.gov/articles/quick-nps-history.htm. 
National Park Service, “Organic Act of 1916,” NPS.gov, 
https://www.nps.gov/grba/learn/management/organic-act-of-1916.htm. 
18 John H. Sprinkle, Jr., Crafting Preservation Criteria: The National Register for Historic Places and 
American Historic Preservation (New York, NY: Routledge Inc., 2014), 6. 
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In 1910, William Sumner Appleton, Jr. founded the first regional preservation 
society, the Society for the Preservation of New England Antiquities, known today as 
Historic New England.21 During this time, the preservation movement was not only 
relegated to wealthy individuals and organizations who had the means to undertake 
preservation efforts, the national and state governments along with private professional 
architects, historians, and other disciplinarians, were commencing their involvement in 
preservation.22 
In the 1920s, historic preservation was slowly professionalizing and broadening its 
scope with the inclusion of landscape architects, museum specialists, and professional 
consultants. By the 1920s, historic house museums, writes Hosmer, were located from 
coast to coast in the United States. Meanwhile, only two national professional 
organizations were concerned with historic preservation: the American Institute of 
Architects and the American Historical Association. At first, professionals tested and 
trained themselves by conducting architectural research at sites such as Williamsburg and 
Stratford Hall; later the National Parks Services would begin educating visitors of the 
architecture present at each site. 
As is still the case today, not all architecture was viewed equally in the early 
twentieth century. Thanks to Henry Russell Hitchcock, architecture from the nineteenth 
century, which in 1928 was not yet viewed as historic, was encouraged to be appreciated. 
Hitchcock, defending the merits of the younger architectural styles, stated they should be 
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weighed with equal care and delicacy as the then much more cherished eighteenth century. 
Interrogating his colleagues, he asked why buildings from before the revolution were being 
saved yet, “great monuments of the late nineteenth century destroyed?” Hitchcock, though, 
did not convince all his colleagues; others held onto the belief that Victorian architecture, 
for example, was a, “monstrosity.”23 
Hosmer notes Hitchcock’s contributions to historic preservation were furthered, 
when he widened the public’s view of the field with an exhibit of Rhode Island architecture 
that, “covered every aspect of architecture” in the state. Particularly, Hitchcock defended 
H. H. Richardson’s unique architecture of Post- Civil War America which his 
contemporaries demolished. Hosmer credits Hitchcock with bringing these late-nineteenth 
century architectural styles to the attention of the American public and it is partly because 
of him and Roger Hale Newton in the 1940s, “defender of American Victorian buildings 
of all types,” that in the 1970s, preservationists, “would acquire Victorian buildings with 
as much eagerness as they once did Colonial architecture.”24 
While Hitchcock and Newton were broadening the architectural appreciation of the 
public, the period from 1928 to 1941, was the “most important period of developing 
professionalism,” for historic preservation, claims Charles Hosmer. During this era, the 
employment in the field was mostly short-term but involved a high degree of 
interdisciplinary collaboration from economists, architects, and historians. Charles 
Peterson, one of the most influential preservationists of the twentieth century, established 
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the Historic American Building Survey in 1933 as Chief of the Eastern Division of the 
National Park Service, providing employment to many more professionals. 
 Hosmer states that this expansion of work for historians ushered in the theory of 
“new history” in which the field was no longer relegated to just the study of documents. 
Now, historians in the field found themselves literally in the field, creating documents of 
measured drawings and photographing historic buildings. Contemporarily, in isolated 
instances historians elsewhere, mostly local, grassroots, and of a non-academic nature, 
were preserving historic sites they identified with or found significant.25 
 The historic surveys initiated in the 1930s were not completed until 1941. During 
this period of assessment of the country’s historic building stock, Thomas Pitkin, NPS 
Supervisory Historian, lamented the increasing disappearance of late nineteenth century 
architecture, such as those with mansard roofs and Victorian furnishings. Noticing this 
unfortunate loss of an important era in American history, Pitkin asked, “Have these houses 
not yet become historic?” He was asking a Rieglian question – did their younger age not 
have the same value as those structures being preserved? 
Due to the diverse interests of the economists, architects, and historians associated 
with the National Park Service and quick pace at which the field of historic preservation 
was growing, the organization by 1935, in the midst of the Great Depression, needed a 
“historic mind” within its controlling administration to maintain its focus on identifying, 
securing ownership, and protecting historic sites.26 To regulate the body with a historic 
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lens, the Historic Sites Act of 1935 established the National Parks Service Advisory Board, 
an entity of the American Historical Association that would report to the Secretary of the 
Interior. John Sprinkle, Jr., historian of the National Parks Service, cites this as being one 
of the two most important congressional effects on historic preservation.27 
The advisory board was to, “discuss sites in terms of relative themes… and 
represent history, archaeology, architecture, and geography.”28 Demonstrating the intended 
broad inclusion of historic sites within the National Park Service, the act immediately 
designated twenty-seven historic and pre-historic sites across a broad chronological range, 
from the tenth century to the twentieth century. While these designated sites exhibited a 
chronological range of one millennium, still the majority of the sites dated to 1750 and 
1800 and were confined to the North East of the country.29  
 The 1930s ended with the National Park System publishing full documentation of 
“every step of restoration,” in the park system. These restoration steps, Hosmer notes, were 
a careful interpretation of park system sites per the, “best standards of modern American 
historical scholarship.” While this was a considerable step towards professionalizing the 
historical treatment of the sites within its control, the Federal government realized there 
was a lack of history scholarship, especially in the vein of local preservation efforts.  
To bolster this area, a group of art historians, architects, and historians convened to 
discuss a national body that would promote grassroots preservation. This national body, 
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the National Council for Historic Sites would become the National Trust for Historic 
Preservation when Congress authorized the latter’s establishment in 1949 and two groups 
merged in 1952. In 1949, the same year the National Council for Historic Sites was formed, 
the first formal course of historic preservation training, the “Institute in Historic 
Preservation and Interpretation of Historic Sites and Buildings,” was taught at 
Williamsburg.30 
Mission 66, begun in 1956 and running until 1966, was a NPS initiative to survey 
the entire country’s historic sites. The Advisory Board, meanwhile, assisted in the 
execution of the surveys. By 1960, Ronald Lee used the mandate of Mission 66 to instill a 
new federal designation of historic recognition: National Historic Landmarks. Sprinkle 
claims that this new designation, “changed fundamental aspects of the recognition 
program.” Whereas scholars and professionals were directly producing the surveys, now 
their roles had, “become more that of a reviewer of information.” Sprinkle quips they had 
become, “procedural gatekeepers,” exercising a level expert-rule that foreshadowed the 
events of 1966.31 
 In 1966, the other moment in the twentieth century, according to Sprinkle, that the 
“United States Congress changed the fundamental nature of historic preservation” 
transpired with the enactment of the National Historic Preservation Act.32 NHPA created 
the National Register for Historic Places, which called for historic site surveys to classify 
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nationally significant and/or historic structures. This expansion of the mandate to conduct 
surveys classifying historic architecture provided four broad criteria (events, people, design 
or construction, or educational potential) for national significance, expanding the scope of 
historic preservation.33 One of the most debated aspects of eligibility for listing on the 
National Register is its requirement, which the Advisory Board to the NPS suggested, that 
a structure be at least fifty years old. This arbitrary rule means that a property forty-nine 
years old is, according to the value of its age, less significant than a property fifty years 
old.34  
 Along the lines of Sprinkle declaring that for historic preservation, the period pre-
1966 is its pre-history, Kapp asserts that with the enactment of the NHPA, “volunteers and 
amateurs is no longer enough… need is for professional preservationists.”35 Gradually 
educational programs would be created across the country to provide a generation of 
degree-holding professional preservationists at the undergraduate and graduate levels.  
One of the first college-level undergraduate courses in historic preservation 
preceded the NHPA by seven years, when Frederick Nichols at the University of Virginia 
taught historic preservation using Thomas Jefferson’s architecture as case studies. 
Contemporarily, Cornell University created a curriculum approaching theories tackled in 
historic preservation with studies combining city planning and architecture. Meanwhile, at 
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Columbia University, James Marston Fitch conducted a two-semester preservation 
curriculum which two years later evolved into a distinct degree. Cornell University, at the 
same time, began its undergraduate historic preservation programs in the 1960s, thereby 
broadening the scope of architectural evaluation. In 1973, Fitch established the first 
masters-level historic preservation program. 
In 1977, the National Trust for Historic Preservation hired Dr. Paul E. Sprague to 
conduct a survey of state-level preservation education across the country intended for a 
private student audience. Kapp refers to Sprague’s report, which is the “only holistic 
evaluation of historic preservation education ever,” was compiled from interviews with 
professionals and educators in the field, as a time capsule. Because of his finding’s 
revelation that often a program’s head faculty drove the curriculum, he suggested the 
creation of a national organization to develop curriculum standards. These standards, with 
the help of Sprague, established the field’s essential and interdisciplinary core curriculum 
requiring preservation theory, architectural history, and research and documentation of 
building fabrics. Kapp, however, points out that even today faculty’s research and 
academic disciplines have a determining influence on each program’s curriculum. 
Today, the Education Services Division of the National Trust for Historic 
Preservation provides preservation professionals receive educational guidance. And 
according to Kapp, since the inauguration of preservation tax incentives in 1978, not much 
has changed in the curriculum of historic preservation.36 While student enrollment has not 
risen at most programs in recent years, preservation programs, both at the graduate and 
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undergraduate level continue to be established, even technical preservation trades and 
doctoral programs.37 With the establishment of new preservation education programs, The 
National Trust for Historic Preservation established the National Council for Preservation 
Education to, “certify historic preservation educational programs.”38 
Two years after the formation of the first graduate level historic preservation 
program, the Secretary of the Interior, head of the National Park Service, developed 
“Standards for Rehabilitation,”. The NPS website notes that the Secretary of the first 
created the standards, which were updated in 1992, to, “determine the appropriateness of 
proposed project work on registered properties within the Historic Preservation Fund grant-
in-aid program.”39 Since then the Standards have been used to determine tax credit 
qualification, guide federal preservation management of historic properties, review 
rehabilitation proposals from state and local officials, and to aid planning commissions and 
historic districts all over the nation.40  
By the 1970s, with establishment of tax credits, national standards for preservation 
treatments, a national system of recognizing historic significance, and educational 
programs, the national preservation movement affected its broad scope and preservation 
ethic into every niche of the country, even Charleston, one of the earliest, well established 
preservation communities. 
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Charleston’s Preservation Movement 
Whereas some preservationists, such as oil tycoon John D. Rockefeller’s 
Williamsburg and automobile baron Henry Ford’s Greenfield, invented “history” to 
display to the public, preservationists in Charleston did not need to invent the past.41 A 
continuity to the past, memory, explicit in the surviving structures of Charleston, was 
before them and it is still before us today, in the form of thousands of structures spanning 
the early part of the eighteenth century to the present.   
Nearly two decades before Cunningham saved Mount Vernon, Charleston’s public 
had already been active in the preservation movement with the 1835 reconstruction of St. 
Philip’s Church in the same colonial style of the original rather than Greek Revival, the 
popular contemporary style.42 In fact, when Cunningham called for funds for Mount 
Vernon preservation, she solicited finances from Charlestonians in The Mercury, with 
knowledge that the residents there shared her affinity for early American architecture.43 
The turn of the twentieth century commenced with the National Society of Colonial Dames 
purchasing in 1902 the Powder Magazine, built in 1713, on Cumberland.44 Like, 
Cunningham these early preservation efforts were narrowly focused on colonial-era, 
wealthy, white owned structures. 
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Compared to the larger national preservation movement, Charleston’s preservation 
movement is unique for being home to the oldest city-based preservation society (The 
Preservation Society of Charleston), for creating the first municipal zoning ordinance 
(Charleston Zoning Ordinance of 1931) establishing a protective historic district (Old and 
Historic District) and architectural oversight entity (Board of Architectural Review), and 
for maintaining a well-preserved built environment spanning three centuries of continuous 
development with surviving examples of low to high degrees of various architectural styles. 
How did, per Hosmer, Charleston develop the earliest and strongest of the local 
preservation efforts in the country?45 
During the late-nineteenth century and early twentieth century, Charleston’s 
historic peninsula, geographically cut off from the commercial corridor running through 
North Charleston between Savannah and the North, lagged behind the economic and 
cultural progression of the rest of the nation. While other cities, with larger, more active 
economies, had the means to demolish their historic structures, Charleston found itself at 
the turn of the century in economic stasis while its materials deteriorated.  
According to Severens, the phosphate industry that provided wealth to a few 
landowners was not shared by the rest of the city. Charleston vied to restore its economy; 
two events around the turn of the century demonstrated its attempts: the 1899 United 
Confederate Veterans convention and the 1901-1902 South Carolina Interstate and West 
Indian Exposition. The city anticipated each occasion to bring the municipality its former 
wealth and trade; though neither could. Instead, it was the Navy Yard at the city’s northern-
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eastern limits that spurred the greatest economic activity, bringing dry docks, machinist 
and textile facilities to former plantation land on the Cooper River. At the outbreak of the 
First World War, the Navy Yard employed more than ten thousand workers.46 
Yet, the Navy Yard was not enough to appease the city officials. Turning to tourism, 
Charleston, Severens claims, fruitfully capitalized on its: “strengths: climate, historic 
ambience, and architectural distinction.” Noting the importance of culturally appreciating 
Charleston, Mayor Stoney in 1924 chimed, “we have to sell the City of Charleston to the 
outside world and the first step in that direction is to sell Charleston to 
Charlestonians.”47Artists answered the call, drawn to the city’s untouched beauty capturing 
it in photograph, poem, prose, painting or some other art form. Even the Chicago Post, in 
1928, wrote, “everywhere one turns there appears the inexhaustible picturesqueness of 
Charleston, and on every side an artist has set up an easel.”48 
A multi-faceted, multi-disciplinary movement, Charleston’s art scene was so lively 
and attractive during the early twentieth century that it cultivated its own renowned artists 
and brought nationally recognized artists to the area. Edward Hopper joined locals Anna 
Heyward Taylor, Alfred Hutty, Albert Simons, John Bennett, Elizabeth O’Neal Verner, 
and DuBose Heyward in verbally or visually framing the romantic, stuck in time, nature, 
of Charleston.49 Charleston’s culture flowered during the 1910s to 1940s in a called the 
“Charleston Renaissance.”50 
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Particularly, literature that combined art, such as the instant bestselling 1917 work 
The Dwellings of Charleston by Alice Ravenel Huger Smith attracted local Charleston 
residents, descendants of storied individuals living in storied residences, to look at their 
city differently. While other cities made way for parking lots and highways by removing 
buildings that stood in the way, Charleston developed its preservation movement to 
maintain its identity, memories, and sense of place.  
The economic slump mentioned earlier is not the only, argues Robert Stockton, 
valid explanation for why Charleston’s built environment was preserved. Citing that many 
families could have afforded new construction, evidenced by lots of Post-Civil War and 
Victorian structures built in the late nineteenth century, Stockton argues that the prevailing 
force behind Charleston’s groundbreaking, local preservation movement were, “conscious 
active efforts… a preservation ethic.” Some could have swapped old for new – but it was 
a decision to keep their beloved ancestral homes, which they revered with fond, “through 
a golden haze,” memories of the past, that drove preservation.51 For example, Susan Pringle 
Frost’s own “golden haze of memory,” influenced her preservation of Charleston, by her 
notion of what its character should appear as, more than her knowledge of what the 
architect was originally intended to be.52 Susan Pringle Frost and Mary Pringle Frost, 
sisters, demonstrated their collective memory and ancestor worship when they would open 
up their family home, the Miles Brewton House at 27 King Street. In their publication, The 
Meaning of a House, they describe their lives there, “looking back through the five 
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generations that have lived here, we find tradition handed down.” Tradition they said has, 
“bearing,” or weight.53 
Charlestonians and non-locals alike romanticized the city’s untouched beauty from 
an earlier memory of time. Those that could afford a piece of Charleston’s history, 
purchased it – taking iron gates, stone and wood carved mantles, and ornamental plaster 
with them. Many collectors from across the country came to Charleston and bought entire 
houses; there was nothing preventing them from removing or altering architectural 
features. Piece by piece, the tourism that had revived the city’s economy threatened the 
very historic fabric that attracted the tourists to come. Charleston faced a dilemma: 
continue attracting the tourists needed to sustain its economy and possibly lose 
irreplaceable artifacts or cease the tourist industry and forfeit the wealth that flowed into 
the city?  
In response, concerned citizens founded two organizations, the Charleston Art 
Commission in 1910 and the Society for the Preservation of Old Dwellings in 1920 (SPOD 
or the Society). Connected to the Charleston Renaissance, SPOD was one of several 
different cultural societies that emerged in the early twentieth century, such as the Society 
for the Preservation of Spirituals, the Poetry Society of South Carolina, Charleston Sketch 
Club, and the Charleston Etcher’s Club.  
Susan Pringle Frost, a staunch suffragette who in 1914 the Equal Suffrage League 
of Charleston designated as its President, is the godmother of historic preservation in 
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Charleston.54 Rising from a sixteen-year stenographer to the founder of the city’s first 
preservation society, Frost entered the architectural world as a private secretary for 
Architect in Chief to the South Carolina Inter-State and West Indian Exposition. After that 
stint, she began to restore real estate in the 1910s, particularly on Tradd Street, East Bay 
Street, St. Michael’s Alley, Ford’s Court, and Bedon’s Alley. These areas are close to some 
of the first Carolopolis Award winners. This career shift would have a lasting impact on 
the preservation movement in Charleston.55 
Frost, though, sold few properties she preserved until 1918. Without many sales, 
Frost struggled to pay bills and required financial assistance from a wealthy connection of 
hers: Irenee DuPont, who provided her with a financial safety-net for more than two 
decades. In her preservation of the above named streets and alleys, Frost viewed, through 
a lens of post-dominance and traditionalist auspices, the African-American residents living 
there with the poor conditions she observed. In early slum clearing efforts, in which historic 
preservation was used as social control, Frost felt that a higher class of clientele in the 
dilapidating neighborhoods would revive the structures and maintain them for generations. 
For this, Bland notes that Frost has been called the, “Angel of Tradd Street.”56  
Among Frost’s undertakings, she required governmental assistance for both 
removing African-American tenants and paving the streets along the houses she restored. 
The government, in the form of Works Progress Administration (WPA), assisted Frost and 
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others in restoring historic buildings and creating public housing away from the areas of 
historic preservation. Elizabeth O’Neal Verner, one of the prominent Charleston 
Renaissance artists, led a group to save the Planters Hotel at 113 Church Street in 1918. In 
1937, with WPA funding, the building re-opened as the Dockstreet Theatre which would 
serve as a leading example of how successful preservation could be, especially at the 
intersection of local grassroots efforts combined with governmental action.57 This feat 
would inspire more preservation efforts as the city’s burgeoning movement flexed its 
muscles lifted iron and masonry with strong, connected bloodlines. 
The preservationists in Charleston were so involved in saving iron, that the early 
movement has been referred to as, “save iron movement.”58 This early preservation era of 
Charleston was limited; while restoring houses, the movement was also known for 
purchasing threatened iron balconies and placing them on other buildings. The movement 
was also responsible for saving stone walks and, under Susan Pringle Frost’s leadership, 
painting Rainbow Row. All of these endeavors would become important lures for 
Charleston’s tourist industry.59  
Inspired by Ann Pamela Cunningham, Susan Pringle Frost, Charleston’s first 
female realtor knew that Charleston could have its cake and eat it too: it could remain a 
tourist destination and protect its charm. In 1920, three years after Huger Smith’s 
publication, Charleston organized the first municipally-based preservation society in the 
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nation. Thirty-two likeminded individuals, including Frost, met at 32 South Battery Street 
to establish the Society for the Preservation of Old Dwellings, which would change its 
name in 1956 to a more inclusive moniker, The Preservation Society of Charleston (PSC 
or the Society).  
At the behest of Frost, the Society succeeded in saving the threatened Manigault 
mansion and the Heyward-Washington Houses, albeit at a significant cost, and preventing 
the construction of a fourteen-story hotel at 140 Wentworth Street. The Manigault mansion 
preservation would require a significant financial contribution of thousands dollars from 
Ernest Pringle, a banker. Ernest, long interested in preservation, had as a boy, sold 
newspapers to help fundraise for the saving of the Powder Magazine, which itself was once 
owned by a descendant of the Manigaults. At one of the first meetings, Frost told her 
society members the purpose of the meeting was to, “form some sort of organization which 
will have for its ultimate purpose the saving of Charleston’s fine residences and the 
inculcation in the mind of the public of such a veneration for these things.” Frost, here, in 
this early preservation statement, places high style architecture on a pedestal above 
intermediate and low style variants. However, Frost was not concerned with a structure’s 
geography; she did not envision a cluster of preserved structures like Williamsburg, rather 
she stated, “no matter where it stands…”60 
Between World War I and World War II, the historic identity of Charleston 
balanced between Southern and American. While Charlestonians viewed themselves as 
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ancestrally Southern and connected to the society, culture, economy, and history of the 
region, they were proud to be celebrated as, “America’s most historic city,” in 1924.61 The 
opening of Dockstreet Theatre in 1937, Yuhl says, illustrated this interwoven nature of 
Charlestonian society that portrayed itself as both Southern and American: “drawing on 
external kinship and networks they developed a vibrant network of culture and preservation 
organizations that provided the machinery for constructing a public identity… out of their 
ancestors and past, whites selected, reshaped, and packaged a historical memory for 
Charleston that was simultaneously a force of domination and force of resistance.”62 
Early members of Charleston’s preservation movement, included the Frosts, 
Pringles, and Smiths among many allied families. These families themselves were 
connected by blood as well as business and politics. Within the suffrage league she headed, 
40% of the membership consisted of Pringles.63 The Pringles were cousins to Albert 
Simons, a trained architect and artist active in the Charleston Renaissance, its preservation 
movement and local politics. When not connected by blood, marriage was another 
important bond. Simons was the familial link, through marriage, between the Stoney and 
Maybank mayoral clans. These mayors, Yuhl asserts, “who vigorously embraced historic 
preservation can be linked to Pringle and Frost lines.” Susan Pringle Frost’s co-founder of 
SPOD was her cousin by marriage and Alston Deas, the first President of the organization 
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when it was formally incorporated in 1928, was Frost’s sanguine cousin.64 After this 
incorporation, the Society began to gain momentum.  
Alston Deas, representing a significant shift in the organization’s leadership from 
female to male, served a crucial role in SPOD, framing and organizing its charter and by-
laws. With masculine hegemony in politics, Deas was better able to deal with the city 
government that members of SPOD, including himself, were already well connected to 
through family and business. The Society’s first advocacy appeal to the city government 
was in 1925 to prevent the sale and removal of Charleston’s historic fabric. Four years 
before SPOD became a legal entity, the South Carolina General Assembly passed an act of 
legislature enabling municipalities to enforce zoning ordinances. Without this, SPOD and 
Alston Deas, spear-heading the cause to protect Charleston’s downtown from the 
construction of gas stations and automobile repair shops alongside a 1929 Special Zoning 
Committee, could not have passed Charleston’s 1931 Zoning Ordinance that created the 
nation’s first historic district: the Old and Historic Charleston District and an advisory 
board, the Board of Architectural Review.65  
One year before the Zoning Ordinance, Charleston commissioned the Pittsburgh 
planning firm Morris Knowles to conduct a survey of Charleston’s historic neighborhoods. 
However, the survey focused narrowly on structures from the colonial period around the 
southern tip of the peninsula. The City’s mayor was glad to have initiated an effort to save 
the, “original colonial atmosphere of the community.”66 In time, Charleston’s preservation 
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movement would eye its focus to include areas north of the Battery and with younger, post-
Revolution construction dates. Still, the city government and the city’s preservationists 
were innovative compared to the rest of the country. 
The Charleston Zoning Ordinance was so successful that across the nation other 
cities and towns modeled their own zoning laws after Charleston’s, even in some cases, 
like Alexandria, Virginia, naming the law after Charleston. By 1961, at least thirty-two 
municipalities in the United States had followed Charleston’s lead, implementing zoning 
ordinances within their limits. For Charleston to understand where its historic and 
significant structures existed, it needed to conduct a survey of its own limits, suggested 
Frederick Olmsted, a contemporary renowned landscape architect and scholar in Boston. 
In 1940, Louis Lawson, Jr. joined by Deas, Simons, and members of the Carolina Arts 
Association, conducted an architectural survey of the city. Simons desired to expand the 
reach of the 1940 Olmsetd survey beyond the 1931 Knowles survey to include areas north 
of the Battery and architecture from after the American Revolution. The latter idea was 
innovative in the United States for its time when most preservation considered mid to late 
nineteenth century buildings insignicant, notes Hosmer.67 
The Olmsted survey, the first municipal attempt to look for architecture of historic 
significance in the nation, identified 1,168 buildings of varying importance; 400 of which 
would be protected under the historic district’s provisions, with the remaining structures 
north of Broad Street. The survey’s results would be published in the mid-1940s as This is 
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Charleston.68 The text’s classifications of architectural and historical significance would 
be instrumental in how the Carolopolis Award Program, instituted less than a decade later, 
would initially interpret certain award winners against other winners and non-winners. 
The Society began to change direct involvement in historic preservation but 
preservationists continued to use the same traditionalist, post-dominant world-view. The 
Society, avoiding financially burdening itself in saving structures, transitioned to a state of 
advocacy and consciousness raising in the 1940s. For example, the Society helped 
encourage the Charleston Library Society to move its site for new construction three-blocks 
away to 164 King Street because of preservation issues.69 As a complement, not an 
opponent, to the commercial growth of the city, SPOD, envisioned itself, “resuscitating the 
local economy, transforming dilapidated structures… [into] economic potential.”70 
While advocacy for preventing new construction of incompatible buildings to 
Charleston’s character and saving from demolition structures crucial to its sense of place, 
preservationists in Charleston in the 1930s through the 1970s continued advocating for 
neighborhood sanitation in the form of slum-clearance. As Yuhl points out, not only did 
historic preservation result in restored houses but it continued to displace African-
Americans in a similar fashion to Frost’s real estate ventures in the 1910s. Gradually, the 
African-American residents of Charleston, who had lived adjacent to Caucasians for 
generations, often on the same property, were forced north up the peninsula.71  
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 After World War II, preservation and tourism in Charleston were renewed and 
changed with the progression of the world. Despite being praised highly during the late 
1940s and early 1950s, Milby Burton, President of the Society during the early and mid-
1930s, claimed SPOD, “had become too myopic.”72 In 1947, a study that Robert Whitelaw, 
Director of the Carolina Arts Association (Gibbes Museum of Art), called for confirmed 
the need for another preservation organization in Charleston, causing anxiety within 
SPOD.73 Looking back on the formation of the Historic Charleston Foundation (HCF), 
then Director Frances Smythe noted in 1962 that, “we feel strongly that there is room and 
a need for a large membership organization, the watchdog of preservation, the arouser of 
public opinion, the fighter for every brick and beam, the educator of the general public, 
and the satisfier of the ardent devotees… this is the Preservation Society of Charleston.”74 
 Smythe was then discussing how SPOD had re-branded itself in 1956, changing its 
name to be more broad in what it felt should be preserved. The Society, numbering almost 
one thousand members amidst the emergence of HCF in the late 1940s, was anxious about 
losing its foothold in the movement and had to shift its activities ever more on public 
advocacy. HCF, meanwhile took on more hands-on preservation campaigns, such as its 
Ansonborough Revitalization Project of the 1950s and 1960s, that continued the restoration 
of historic structures in exchange for the displacement of African-American tenants.  
In 1953, the Preservation Society created the subject of this thesis and one of its 
most important advocacy instruments, the Carolopolis Award Program, recognizing 
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excellence in preservation. 1956, the Preservation Society created Preservation Progress, 
its quarterly newsletter that publishes the advocacy work the organization undertakes, 
including each year’s Carolopolis Award recipients. Today, the Preservation Society 
continues to present Carolopolis Awards and publish Preservation Progress, each more 
than a half-century old. Since the 1970s, the Society’s size has stabilized at nearly two 
thousand active and concerned members. Fenton, citing Hosmer, states that the, “bigger 
picture of the Preservation Society of Charleston’s pattern of involvement in preservation 
issues has progressed from saving historic resources of Charleston to changing 
Charlestonian’s attitudes about their surroundings.”75 
In 1974, around the advent of the first graduate-level historic preservation programs 
in the country, the City of Charleston, under the leadership of the Keeper of the National 
Register, William Murtagh, developed a comprehensive city plan, the 1974 Preservation 
Plan. More than thirty years would pass before the city update its comprehensive plan in 
2007. The 1974 Preservation Plan surveyed the peninsula, ranking the buildings into four 
categories of increasing significance: 1 – exceptional, 2 – excellent, 3 – significant, and 4 
– contributory. These categories resembled those employed in the This is Charleston. 
Instead in the 1990s, the award program began to sort its awarded properties by the type of 
preservation treatment conducted, as defined by the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation – a practice the award program continues to this day in demonstrating its 
professionalization.  
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Demonstrating the broadening of historic preservation in the Charleston area, the 
jurisdiction of the BAR has grown several times since the creation of the body in 1931 
when it covered the eastern half of south of Broad. In 1966, the original historic district, 
the Old and Historic District, expanded to include Ansonborough, which HCF was then 
revitalizing, and the Harleston Village. In 1973, the City of Charleston created an entirely 
separate over-lay district, the Old City District, that included all of the territory outside of 
the Old and Historic District south of Line Street. In 1975, the City of Charleston expanded 
the Old and Historic District, to include almost approximately 90% of the area south of 
Calhoun Street plus the neighborhoods north of the thorough, Radcliffeborough and 
Mazyck-Wraggborough. Since then, BAR jurisdiction has continued to expand 
geographically many more times, as recently as 2018. Today, the Old and Historic District 
has expanded north to Line Street along the business corridor of King and Meeting Streets. 
An additional over-lay district exists today north of Line Street, including select areas 
around the cemetery district, Hampton Park, North Meeting Street, North King Street, 
North Morrison Drive, and North Rutledge Avenue. Similarly, the Carolopolis Award 
Program has continued expanding into these areas and much of what is known about the 
award program’s evolution and expansion over the years is gleaned from Preservation 
Progress. 
The Preservation Society of Charleston’s newsletter, Preservation Progress, 
developed in 1956, provides a valuable glimpse into how the Society has publicly 
discussed, framed, and treated the Carolopolis Award Program, begun only three years 
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earlier in 1953. Their similarity in age allows one to track the evolution of the Society’s 
public exhibition of the award program almost uninhibited from 1953 to 2017. 
     Preservation Progress has been published as sixty-five annual volumes since 1956. 
Each volume has had a varied number of issues, ranging from one to five publications per 
year. The number of times the Carolopolis Award Program is mentioned each year in the 
newsletter varies also. However, nearly all volumes announce the Carolopolis Award 
winners, during its active years, in the Spring. Some years, especially in the 1960s and 
1970s, announced award winners multiple times throughout the year.  
     The frequent appearance of the Carolopolis Award Program in the Society’s 
newsletter aids this thesis’ analysis of the Society’s broadening public display of the award 
program as it relates to the physical characteristics of the awarded properties, namely their 
architectural styles, degree of styles, and their dates of construction. 
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CAROLOPOLIS IN PRESERVATION PROGRESS: 1956-1965 
The first ten volumes of Preservation Progress, published from 1956 through 1965, 
illustrate a period of experimentation with the Society’s young award program. Throughout 
this era, the publication notes that for more than half of the years, paper certificates were 
awarded. This era, as opposed to later ones that delineate the types of preservation efforts 
awarded, does not sort the award winners into any categories. Few photographs, few details 
of the awarded properties, an undecided name for the award, paper certificates (not the 
eponymous metal plaque of today) and bare lists of the awarded addresses characterize this 
early decade of the published award program. Despite this rudimentary format of 
presenting the award winners, jealousy marred the award program in the early 1960s, 
causing the Society to inspect how to improve it.  
Chronology of Preservation Progress 1956-1965 
The first time Preservation Progress mentions the Society’s preservation award 
program was in May 1957. At this time, the award had yet to take on its iconic name 
“Carolopolis” and went simply by “commendation” or “award of merit” for excellent 
preservation.76 
In the issue, the editor bids for members to make recommendations to the Society 
for possible preservation efforts deserving of the award. It should be emphasized that this 
call for preservation award nominations only required the address and name of the “person 
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responsible for the restoration or preservation.”77 The Preservation Society of Charleston 
did not demand any photographs, documentation, or explanation of the preservation effort.  
In January 1958, the Society first published its intended deadline for receiving 
award nominations: December 31.  The society merely called for, “restoration or 
preservation jobs worthy of society’s commendation.”78 The meaning of what they 
understood to be worthy is not specified. This supplements the fact that in these early days 
of the award (1950s-1960s), the selection process was not defined to a calendar date rather 
awarding was year-round with winners selected and presented the property’s certificates at 
any regular member meeting 
throughout the year. 
The first Preservation 
Progress issue that lists the Society’s 
preservation award winners was 
published a year later in January 
1959. Making the front cover of the 
Society’s newsletter, the 
commendations were called 
“Society’s Awards”.79 While twenty 
properties received the award, only 
one, 79 Anson Street, merited a 
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photograph in the January publication. The photograph in question only shows the structure 
post-preservation campaign. The publication states that the January announced awards 
themselves were presented the previous November; this established the tradition of 
publishing the announcement of winners approximately one-publication after the awards 
are presented.  
Merely four months after awards were presented in November 1958, additional 
awards were presented in March 1959 with published announcements of the winning 
“certificates of merit” in May 1959. This issue noted four awards but still only provided 
photographs of two of the properties. The issue is also notable for first mentioning the 
establishment of an award 
committee. Since the committee’s 
inauguration, the editor cites, thirty-
five awards had been conferred on 
“elaborate restorations of 
conspicuous houses as well as 
worthy efforts in an area that has 
become less desirable”.80 The use of 
the word “conspicuous” underscores 
the award program’s early focus on 
stand-out architecture rather than the 
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broader array of buildings awarded in recent years.  
In the May 1959 publication, the editor, emphasizing the award’s impact on 
encouraging and cultivating preservation efforts in Charleston, states, “the importance of 
restoration and preservation cannot be overemphasized… it is the most important single 
factor in maintaining the unique architectural treasures of Charleston.”81 The use of the 
word “treasures”, though, does not imply the Society then aimed to save every structure in 
Charleston; it draws a line between what properties the Committee on Markers and Awards 
viewed as special and deserving of commendation versus inconspicuous structures. 
Despite having an oversight committee with good intentions of recognizing 
preservation in the city, this seminal process of the preservation award was not sustainable. 
The lack of organization caused jealousies to fester to a head and for nearly four years 
(1960-1963) the Preservation Society of Charleston did not present an award recognizing 
excellent preservation efforts. The Carolopolis Award (or its formative “commendation” 
or “award of merit” forms) ceased to be awarded. Aware of the award fueled jealousies, 
the Society’s President in March 1959 established a committee to reconsider the 
constitution. A new constitution would allow for a more structured Carolopolis Award 
program. 
In November 1961, after the executive committee spent six months carefully 
evaluating changes to the constitution and by-laws, a new constitution was enacted defining 
the purpose of the organization and the creating standing committees. The purpose of the 
organization stated as, “to cultivate and encourage interest in the preservation of buildings, 
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sites and structures of historic or aesthetic distinction.”82 While creating standing 
committees, such as “Historic Markers Committee”, the new constitution did not create a 
standing committee for awarding preservation efforts. The hope for recognizing 
outstanding preservation efforts in Charleston seemed slim. 
Fortunately, the next issue in January 1962 listed an awards committee as part of 
the roll of officers. While the committee existed only in name, that year saw no further 
mention of the award 
program, save for a passing 
reference to it in a short 
history of the Preservation 
Society of Charleston, 
published in the November 
issue of 1962: “practice of 
giving commendations is 
inaugurated [in 1954] by the 
society.” Then the history of 
the society fades as it 
approaches 1959 to 1962, 
the years when no awards 
were presented, claiming 
that the, “recent events… 
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should still be remembered by readers of this paper.”83 Those recent events, though not 
substantiated, may refer to the jealousies leading to the awards cessation. 
The recently revised constitution required the President of the society to provide a 
statement of future objectives for the organization. Of importance to this analysis of 
Preservation Progress as it pertains to the Carolopolis Award program, the leaving 
President in March 1963 suggested that, because the publication is a “vital link in keeping 
members informed,” there be a mid-summer issue to fill in the gap between the late-spring 
and fall issues.84 Also, the President suggested the society employ a full-time director. In 
the 1960s and 1970s, Carolopolis Award winners would be sometimes listed in these 
summer issues of Preservation Progress. 
In the May 1963 issue of Preservation Progress came the announcement of an April 
2nd amendment to the constitution that would have an important long-lasting impact on 
the Carolopolis Award Program, its process, goals, and the design of the award. The 
amendment, finally, declared that the Society would reinstate the preservation award 
program. Noting that Charleston needed both better preservation and better 
acknowledgment of those efforts, the amended By-Law #15 states the Society’s revived 
award was “designed to encourage better restoration work in Charleston by improved 
public recognition of it.” Further, it details that, “each qualified property owner shall be 
given an award when selected by the committee and approved by the executive 
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committee.” No definition is supplied for what is meant to be understood by the society’s 
use of the words “better restoration” or “qualified owner.”85  
The amendment does describe what type of preservation campaigns are eligible for 
recognition, delineating them into four areas of effort: 
1. Restoration of a valuable building or dwelling in a run-down neighborhood. 
2. Restoration of a valuable building or dwelling in a good neighborhood. 
3. Remodeling of a building or dwelling of no architectural value so that it fits 
in and enhances a good neighborhood. 
4. Construction of a new building or dwelling that fits in with older structures. 
The amendment is also the first 
time the Society describes the award as a 
metal plaque. It notes that the, 
“committee has the responsibility for 
developing an appropriate, dated, metal 
plaque for exterior mounting. A letter, 
signed by the President, stating the reason 
for the award, and a plaque will be 
presented to each Award winner at any 
regular meeting.” With the signed letter 
explaining the merits for the award, the 
paper certificate, in a different 
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format, was continued but with more 
importance toward the metal plaque. 
While this amendment illustrates the 
award program’s evolution, in 1963 
the process was still year-round, and 
awards could still be given at any 
meeting. 
     With the momentum of the 
rejuvenated award, the next year, in 
March 1964, Preservation Progress 
published a page-long explanation, 
titled “‘C’ is for Courage”, about the 
changes to the society’s award 
program. The statement 
acknowledges the historical beginning and lapses in the award program, noting it “has 
origins in the late 1950 ties. The last of those given out in 1959.” Explaining the hiatus in 
the award program, the editor quotes the last Chairman of the Awards Committee, Louis 
Green, saying, “they cause[d] more jealousies than they encourage[d] restorations.” In 
1963, the Society, avowing its dedication to awarding preservation excellence said it, “felt 
that recognition was good for the soul, that it would encourage work in the Preservation 
vineyard, and also advertise effectively that our Society was an influence in its city.”86 
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     The statement explicitly states that the award is “given to the dwelling or building… 
not… to the owner or even to the original restorer.” Reiterating the plaque’s connection to 
the property and no single individual, Preservation Progress asserts, “the plaque Award 
was designed to go on the house, and stay there thru the ages.” Members are encouraged 
to nominate their own building with the recognition that it is the structure, not them, earning 
the award and if the property is conveyed to other hands the award should remain affixed 
to the building.87 
    Significantly, the statement regarding the resurrection of the preservation award 
program provides added requirements for nominating a structure, “explain how much it 
was renovated. Pictures before and after the work of preservation are very helpful.” In the 
early 1960s, when this statement was published by the society, the Secretary of the Interiors 
Standard for Restoration had not yet been developed, meaning that the selections were 
based on standards originating from within the organization and not with guidance from an 
outside professional, preservation entity. Acknowledging the difficulties inherent to 
recognizing the best preservation work in a city where historic structures are prized, the 
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editor points to the complex consideration process and encourages members to join in an 
attempt to make the honest differences and misunderstandings more transparent and 
approachable. 
     In January of 1965, 
Preservation Progress 
announces, under a column 
titled, “Awards”, the previous 
year’s more than fifty awarded 
properties in the format of a list 
of addresses and associated 
owners. Whereas the late 1950s-
era announcements of the 
preservation award included one 
or two photographs of winning 
properties, this iteration 
provided none.  
This issue, however, does illustrate how the society was toying with what to call 
the metal plaques, settling on a rather long-winded but descriptive, “Preservation Society 
metal plaque for excellence in restoration and preservation of Charleston’s architectural 
heritage.”88 The editor also provides tips for treating the plaque, noting that it should 
“remain there when the property changes hands” and “to avoid weathering, we recommend 
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the plaque be painted black.”89 This is the first published instance in which the color black, 
and any paint for that matter, is prescribed to be applied to the award. 
Four months later, the May 1965 Preservation Progress barely makes mention of 
the recently revived award program. At the bottom right of page seven, seemingly 
scrunched into the page, the publication lists six buildings, again with addresses and 
owners but no photographs, that received the, “Preservation Society Plaque for 
excellence in restoration and preservation of Charleston’s architectural heritage.”90 The 
newly designed award, having the same design as the Carolopolis plaque of today, had 
yet to take on its eponym. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CAROLOPOLIS IN PRESERVATION PROGRESS: 1966-1974 
From 1966 through 1974, Preservation Progress evolved in tandem with the 
expanding Carolopolis Award Program. It is during this time that the Carolopolis Award 
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Program awarded the honor more frequently and abundantly than any other point in its 
history; the introduction of the new nomination slips appended to the last page of the 
newsletters may help to explain this trend. With such prolific awarding, the award program 
was due for the significant changes that would come with the enactment of a new Society 
constitution. Most significant during this time was the codification of the January award 
ceremony, though it still took some for the tradition to stick, and a standing committee for 
the awards. In these nine volumes of the Society’s newsletter, the award announcements 
began to categorize the award winners by the prominence of the structure, including 
photographs for those of the highest significance. In addition to creating a short lived 
“special award”, the Society had not yet established a regularly used name for its main 
merit, what is today called the “Carolopolis Award”. 
Chronology of Preservation Progress: 1966-1974 
    The 1966 Spring issue of Preservation Progress, includes two new additions to the 
award listing format. Whereas previous announcements of award winners provided an 
undivided list, this issue partitions the award listing into four categories. While the editor 
of the issue adds no commentary for why these categories are introduced or what inspired 
them, it may be reasonably surmised that these four categories of awards come in part from 
the different gradients of importance assigned to Charleston architecture in the 1944 
inventory of the city’s built environment, This Is Charleston. Tailored for the purposes of 
delineating awarded Charleston preservation efforts, the Preservation Society of 
Charleston incorporated these gradients important into the award scheme:  
1. Noteworthy Preservation  
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2. Pioneering Restoration  
3. Valuable Restoration  
4. Commendable Alteration  
The second addition to the format of the preservation award announcement in the 
1966 Spring issue comes on the final page of the publication where a nominating sheet, to 
be cut-out by the nominating member, is printed. The nominating sheet, though elementary 
and lacking a call for documentation or photographic evidence of restoration, reads, “I 
would like to recommend the building at ___________ to the awards committee for 
consideration. My reasons for nominating this building are _________.”91 The 
supplementation of the Preservation Progress with an actual nominating sheet highlights 
the society’s desire to take its recently revived awards program seriously, with more 
involvement from its members.  
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The next year, in March 1967, 
award plaques became available for 
those winners selected in 1966 (a year 
had passed since the winners were 
announced and their plaques were ready 
for pick-up). The issue notes that the, 
“new plaques have been painted black 
with yellow lettering to make them 
readily visible from the street.”92 While 
the first mention of black painted award 
plaques appears in the January 1965 
Preservation Progress, this issue, two 
years later, is the first mention of the 
plaques having yellow painted lettering. Today, the award plaques are still painted black 
with yellow lettering, a tradition more than half-century in age.  
The next issue, May 1967, lists ninety-six preservation plaques presented at that 
month’s meeting to “buildings judged worthy of awards in the four categories of 
Noteworthy Preservation, Valuable Preservation, Pioneering Restoration and 
Commendable Alteration.”93 The issue notes that the awards are only presented once a 
year, at the May meeting, but the award consideration process runs the whole year. 
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Admitting that ninety-six winners in one year is a large quantity, the Society says this 
preponderance of awards indicates, “the increasing interest in the preservation of 
Charleston’s architecturally and historically significant buildings. We trust it is also a 
reflection of the Society’s efforts and encouragement.”94 
A good portion of the ninety-six 
winners of 1967 were for a “basic but sometimes overlooked aspect of preservation - the 
maintenance in good repair of valuable buildings through the years. Although often not as 
dramatic as the rescue of a significant building that has been allowed to deteriorate, it 
embodies the meaning of ‘preservation’ in its fullest sense,” writes the editor of May 
1967’s Preservation Progress.95  
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Of these ninety-six award winners, sixteen are photographed in that issue’s 
announcement. These sixteen, however, were not chosen arbitrarily, rather they are those 
awarded under the “noteworthy” category or the most historically or aesthetically 
significant. The pictured properties, the noteworthy ones, include such storied mansions as 
the Miles Brewton House at 27 King Street. 
The final publication of 1967, the November issue, makes only a small mention of 
the preservation award program: noting that an error had been made in the listing of a 
property owner. This correction of a past typographical error points to the society’s 
growing realization of the importance of accurately recognizing preservation in the city. 
In May, 1968, the next batch of forty-three preservation awards were presented. 
The page begins with, “One of the high points of the Preservation Society’s year, the 
presentation of plaques to the present owners of buildings which are notable examples of 
preservation, came at the May meeting.”96 These forty-three winners, again, earned merits 
in the four categories stated previously. Calling for the next round of award nominations, 
Preservation Progress, explains that a note or phone call would suffice, again precluding 
photographic or documentary evidence of preservation treatments. 
The list of awarded properties again includes photographs of only the noteworthy 
winners, though the editor claims future Preservation Progress, as past issues have, will 
picture those properties yet displayed. Recognizing that “no award, list, or photograph 
alone can do these buildings full justice, nor can they repay the owners for the time, work, 
expense and love lavished on these valuables.” The “real reward,” claims the editor, “is 
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your appreciation. The next time you take a stroll or ride around the city, watch for them 
[plaques or preservation projects]. They deserve far more than a passing glance.”97  
Explaining the diversity of preservation efforts, the editor writes, “many of these 
awards are for buildings which have recently been restored and saved from a dismal fate. 
The others, while not recent projects, are living examples of the loving care and 
maintenance that truly preserves and makes restoration necessary.” Clearly, the editor notes 
how preservation can range from sustained maintenance of a property in good condition to 
drastic intervention to save a dilapidated structure. Thirty years later, in 1999, the idea of 
an award for such sustained maintenance would beget the Pro Merito Award. 
Up until January of 1969, the Society’s preservation awards were presented either 
at any regular meeting or in May or March. The January 1969 issue of Preservation 
Progress scheduled that year’s award presentation to January because the “change in date 
from the May meeting will enable recipients to mount their plaques on the buildings cited 
before the start of the Spring tourist season.”98 Since 1969, the preservation awards, today 
known as Carolopolis awards, have been presented annually in January, save for a few 
years when this rule was flouted. 
Following the establishment of the tradition of presenting the awards in January, 
the next society publication, March, 1969, established the tradition of announcing the 
January-presented awards in the following March of that year. Thus, the March, 1969 issue 
of Preservation Progress announced the winners presented in January for preservation work 
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conducted in 1968. That issue, following the format developed since the introduction of 
the four categories of noteworthy, valuable, pioneering, and commendable lists thirty-one 
winners, with the eight noteworthy winners each supplying post-restoration photographs.  
The introduction to the award bulletin contains a final paragraph describing the 
selection process and its relevance to the organization. This text, for the first time in a 
Preservation Progress, uses the language, “appropriate buildings,” to refer to those 
structures eligible for the preservation award but the text does not elaborate on what 
“appropriate” signifies. Reinforcing these awards to the seminal commendations, the editor 
pens, “owners shall be awarded certificates of commendation.” At the end of that 
introduction, the editor then highlights the connection between the awards and society’s 
mission to “cultivate and encourage interest in the preservation of buildings, sites and 
structures of historical or aesthetic significance.”99 
A year later, in March 1970, sixty-six preservation awards, with the eight 
noteworthy winners each photographed, appear in the same format used in previous 
announcements. In this issues introduction to the 1970 winners, the editor repeats use of 
the prior year’s arbitrary language for award eligibility (“appropriate”). 
The next issue, May, 1970, follows the same format for listing winners with the 
four categories and those under noteworthy having photographs present. While awards are 
normally presented only at the January meeting to property owners who have maintained 
or recently restored a building, 1970, with awards in January and March, is special because 
it is the Tricentennial year of Charleston’s first English settlement in 1670.  
                                                 
99 Preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, January, 1969, 6. 
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The May, 1970 issue, for the first time in a Preservation Progress, tabulates the 
“markers awarded from 1954 to 1969” to be 279. Out of the 279 awarded plaques, the 
Society attests that 116, or 41.5%, had yet to be displayed. To address this dearth of display, 
the committee on Awards and Markers was said to be, “presently contacting each property 
owner requesting markers be displayed so as to be visible from the street but high enough 
to keep vandals from getting them.”100 
A Tricentennial anniversary of the Charleston’s settling by Europeans would aptly 
have three occasions for presenting an award and that is what defined 1970 (March, May, 
and November). The November, 1970 issue notes a further sixty-awards given out towards 
the end of the year, “to present owners of the properties rather than to former owners who, 
in some cases, may have been responsible for the upkeep or restoration work.”101 The 
statement of winners follows the established format of four categories with photographs 
associated for those noteworthy properties. 
A resolution, in recognition of the Historic Charleston Foundation’s Broad Street 
Beautification Program, is acknowledged in the late 1970 issue. The resolution, though not 
fully quoted, is said to forbid any awarding of metal plaques to the area of Broad Street 
east of King Street. In the other parts of the city, where the plaque will be awarded, the 
society asks owners to display them, “in prominent locations on the fronts of their 
buildings.”102 
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Following the tabulation presented in the May, 1970 Preservation Progress, where 
it’s recorded that between 1954 and 1969, 279 awards were presented, the Society 
calculates that in 1970 
alone 147 awards were 
presented! This great sum 
of awards in one year is 
surely related to the 
Tricentennial. Not wanting 
to slow down the pace of 
awarding, either, the issue 
continues with a call for 
more preservation award 
nominations be sent into 
the Society. 
 
 
In March, 1971, 
another fifty-seven awards 
were presented in the established format, with the noteworthy properties being 
photographed and an introductory statement relating the recognition of “appropriate” 
buildings, sites and structures to the Society’s purpose. This issue is special, though, 
because it awarded clusters of properties as groups, though each property is individually 
listed in the bulletin. Coming off the heels of a busy award year, the awards in 1971 were 
Figure 10. VOLUME 16, NUMBER 2, PAGE 4. 
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presented in early to mid-March, not January (though presumably still before or right at 
the start of the Spring tourist season). 
Considering that the first 
and last time an error was published 
in a list of preservation awards 
occurred in 1967, it is likely 
assumed that careful attention was 
paid to each publication. With that 
said, in May, 1971, the issue noted 
five errors regarding mistaken 
identity, confusion, and 
typographical mishaps between 
properties and their owners. With 
the politesse expected of 
Charlestonians, the editor humbly 
expressed his or her regret for the 
faux-pas. 
The hopes for presenting the awards in January were dashed in 1972, evident by 
that year’s March issue of Preservation Progress stating the presentation of forty awards in 
the early spring month. The issue declares that the March presentation was the occasion of 
the Society’s annual meeting, thus giving a possible reason for its two-month 
postponement. Even with the late publication and presentation of the awards, the bulletin 
Figure 11. VOLUME 17, NUMBER 2, PAGE 3. 
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still takes the same format that had been traditionally used for nearly a decade. The 
noteworthy winners are again photographed, the language of “appropriate buildings” 
repeats, and the list only provides addresses and owners. 
In January, 1973, Preservation Progress, for the first time, reports the Society’s 
finances, establishing that the awards program does not generate money for the 
organization, rather it requires it to disburse money. In its financial statement, the 
preservation awards (plaques) are lumped together with the publications (Preservation 
Progress) and historic markers. This group as an ensemble was valued at close to $2,000, 
the highest amount of any the organization’s expenses (greater than the salary, payroll, and 
taxes group at an approximate $1,200), though it is not known how much of that was from 
the awards separately. Whatever the exact cost of the awards program to the Preservation 
Society of Charleston, it cannot be argued that the awards program is highly valued to the 
organization and these publications demonstrate that. 
The next issue, March, 1973, announces twenty-five awards to historic structures, 
with thirteen of them belonging to the College of Charleston “in recognition of that 
institution’s remarkable area wide restoration work.” Largely keeping with the same format 
of listing the awards as earlier issues, this issue decided to change the title page of the listed 
awards from “Plaques Presented” to “Preservation Society Awards Markers”. 103 
Confusion could reasonably arise from the decision to refer to the plaques as 
markers because the historic markers, wooden boxes with historic descriptions of a 
property, are a different object and not the award. Another confusing aspect to this issue is 
                                                 
103 Preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, Spring, 1973, 6. 
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its discrepancy between its announcement of twenty-five winners and its actual listing of 
twenty-seven properties. The difference is not able to determined, unfortunately. 
Foregoing the suggestion to present the awards in January, this March issue notes 
that the awards would be presented at a later date in early to mid-March at the annual 
meeting of the Society. The list of winners involves the accepted practice of delineating 
the winners into four categories, with the noteworthy winners being photographed. At the 
end of the introduction to the list, after the statement of purpose, the editor comments that, 
“the members [of the Markers and Awards Committee]... are constantly surveying the city 
for nominees for the awards.”104 
The next issue of Preservation Progress, May, 1973, does not list any new awards 
or updates to the award program, rather it provides a look into the Committee on Markers 
and Awards from the Society’s minutes at the annual meeting in the previous March where 
it confirms the presentation of 29 markers and awards. While a small window into the 
awards program, no prior publication had offered such a glimpse. This underscores the 
growing the communication of the Society with its members as well as the growing 
reputation of the awards program’s prestigious merit. 
1974 was a big year for the Preservation Society of Charleston. The Inventory of 
Charleston’s historic architecture was published over the summer, but before that the 
Society amended its By-Laws and presented another thirty-nine awards at its mid-March 
annual meeting. Relevant to the preservation awards, the amendment to the By-Laws stated 
that the certificates shall be awarded at the January meeting of the Society. This was 
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originally decided in the late 1960s but for a few years, including this particular 1974 issue, 
the awards were presented in March. 
The almost forty awards are presented on a page titled, “Preservation Society 
Awards Markers.” The previous year had similarly titled the award presentation page this 
confusing moniker. While this issue incorporates the format of four categories with 
photographs present for those under the noteworthy category, the newsletter also adds a 
special category, evidently for new construction or alteration to recent construction, for 
four properties awarded the plaque for the “attractive facelifting… which attractively 
restored its new school building.... A particularly well designed new home built… another 
example of new construction.”105 The introduction to the list closes with the familiar 
statement of purpose regarding awarding, “appropriate buildings whose owners shall be 
awarded certificates of commendation for restoration, remodeling or new construction 
which tends to exemplify and assist the purposes of the Society,’ those purposes being to 
cultivate and encourage interest in the preservation of buildings, sites and structures of 
historical or aesthetic significance.”106 
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CAROLOPOLIS IN PRESERVATION PROGRESS: 1975-1982 
     Beginning in 1975, the Preservation Progress stopped sorting the list Carolopolis 
Award winners into the four categories devised in the mid-1960s. This ushered in a new 
era of the Society treating the Carolopolis Award Program differently. 1975 is also 
significant for being the first year the Society’s publication refers to the award as the 
Carolopolis Award; since then the name has stuck and has been consistently called such. 
Previously, the award had interchangeable names ranging from “commendation” to “award 
of merit”. However, during this time the word “marker” was also used frequently not in 
reference to the white wooden-box “Historic Markers” also iconic to the Preservation 
Society of Charleston but in reference to the Carolopolis Award. 
     In 1980, the Society hails the award program as being the “backbone of 
preservation” in Charleston, illuminating its important and vital role in saving the 
Lowcountry’s built environment. Although the Society has emphasized the importance of 
the Carolopolis Award Program at that time, the contemporary format of the award bulletin 
published in Spring Preservation Progress issues involved few photographs and a simple 
list of the awards (only with addresses and owners). The list of awards sometimes, 
especially in the late-1970s, referred vaguely to the locations of awarded places, stating 
simply “Park” or “Cannon Street at Rutledge Avenue.” 
     Nevertheless, this “backbone of preservation” era is a very significant time for the 
Carolopolis Award Program. The number of annual awards may have started to decline but 
the intention of awarding professional preservation was deepened, such as the awarding of 
the first contemporary structure during this time. 
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Carolopolis in Preservation Progress: 1975-1982 
Significantly, the “backbone in preservation” era for the Carolopolis Award 
Program begins without mention of the award program’s significance and relevance to the 
organization’s mission. While the January, 1975 issue of the Society’s newsletter has both 
the presentation of awards at the end of the issue and a recording of the Society’s various 
committees’ minutes, the Committee on Markers and Awards is not mentioned. Likewise, 
the President, Henry F. Cauthen, provides a report of the organization’s ongoing 
administration and projects without any reference to the awards program. 
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Using the same title as the 
previous few listings of award 
winners, “Preservation Society 
Awards Markers”, the end of the 
January issue announces that later 
in that month forty-seven awards 
will be presented at the Society’s 
regular meeting.107 In this issue, 
the four categories that 
consistently appear in the 
Preservation Progress bulletins of 
award winners from the mid-1960s 
to mid-1970s, are not present. 
Rather, the awards are listed in a 
continuous column.  
Without continued use of 
the “noteworthy” category of Carolopolis Award winners, there was no longer an 
explanation for which photographs of winning properties were included. The six 
photographed do not appear to be “noteworthy” or significant, at least not all of them. 
Another new change to the manner of announcing the awards includes a photograph of the 
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Carolopolis plaque with the caption, “Marker to be awarded.”108 This inclusion of a picture 
of the plaque demonstrates that the Society is beginning to sense the importance of the 
award itself. 
In March, 1975, the Society’s minutes were again published, this time mentioning 
the Markers and Awards Committee Chairman showing slides of the past year’s properties 
that won the Carolopolis Award. This is the first time the newsletters refer to the award 
program with its accepted name, the Carolopolis Award. The name originates from the 
plaque itself bearing the word in its center. 
The following issue of the newsletter, May, 1975, contains a report from the 
President, William H. Grimball. Ironically, just one issue after the first issue to use 
Carolopolis as the name for the preservation award, this issue, with its lengthy report, 
makes no specific reference to the award program. While no explicit mention of the award 
appears, the President references several preservation initiatives, such as the restoration of 
the Frederick Wolfe house at 21 State Street and the moving of several houses threatened 
by the construction of parking garages, that would go on to earn the award. 
The next time the preservation awards appear in Preservation Progress, an 
announcement of twenty markers (awards) is published in March, 1976 under the title, 
“Preservation Awards Presented.”109 This issue introduces a format similar to the most 
previous one in which the categories were discarded, fewer photographs are used (three 
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photographs for twenty awards), and the properties are listed, with no particular order, with 
associated owners tied to addresses. 
This issue notes special recognition for a park constructed at Broad and East Bay 
Streets by the South Carolina National Bank. This example illustrates that not all award 
winners are recorded with definite addresses, rather the location may be noted as the corner 
of an intersection. Beyond that, the meaning of the word “park” is not elucidated either. It 
is not understood whether it means here a carpark or a garden park; to make the confusion 
worse, this awarded property is not one of the three whose photograph appears. 
The following year, March, 1977, details the start of a preservation education 
program at the University of South Carolina - Columbia. Preservation Progress’ note about 
this higher education, professional training in preservation highlights the Society’s 
professionalization. Meanwhile, the newsletter notes the Tax Reform Act of 1976, 
incentivizing historic preservation. The tax reform applies five-year write offs for 
rehabilitating structures in state and locally designated historic districts (as well as the 
National Register), denies accelerated depreciation for buildings newly constructed on sites 
previously occupied by historic buildings, permits accelerated depreciation for 
rehabilitated commercial properties, as some of the nearly half dozen modes of 
encouraging preservation. 
The March issue reveals 1977’s Carolopolis winners. Noting the winners were 
presented at the Society’s January meeting, the listing of award recipients, lacking the 
categories used in previous Carolopolis bulletins, offers just three photographs for the more 
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than twenty properties. No explanation for why these three properties, Saint Mark’s 
Church, 20 Burns Lane, and 158 Church Street, are honored with photographs is offered. 
The next newsletter, in May, 1977, bears the President’s Report, by William 
McIntosh, III. While proudly claiming the honor of several awards given to the Society 
over the past year, the President fails to mention the award given by the Society: the 
Carolopolis Award does not appear in his report. Though he does speak of several local 
preservation campaigns, such as restoring 252 Meeting Street and saving 11 Magazine 
Street from the wrecking ball - these projects would go on to earn the award. 
Almost a year later, the next round of Carolopolis winners were honored, in 
January, 1978. The March publication of that year describes the award at the top of the 
page as, “a cast aluminum plaque bearing the seal of the City of Charleston, the name of 
the Preservation Society, and the year of the award.”110 The award bulletin’s format 
resembles the years of the immediate past, with no categories, a list of properties in no 
particular order with their associated owners, and four photographs (for more than twenty 
awards). 
    A history of the Markers and Awards programs, by the then Chairman, Wilson F. 
Fullbright, at the Society appears in the next issue, May, 1978. Fullbright acknowledges 
that the first awards were paper certificates of commendation that would later be replaced 
by the Carolopolis plaque sometimes called “polka-dots” for how they dot so many of the 
city’s built environment.111  
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The design of the 
award, as stated before, is a 
“slightly modified 
reproduction of the Seal of the 
City of Charleston and is 
awarded annually for 
restoration and/or preservation 
to owners of buildings who 
have completed such work 
during the previous year; thus 
plaques awarded in 1978 
recognize the works completed 
during 1977.”112 If anyone is 
aware of preservation work 
deserving of the award, 
Fullbright appeals that anyone may nominate the property.  
Fullbright joyously says that, “fortunately… there generally are sufficient 
candidates to evaluate for the twenty Carolopolis awards presented annually.”113 His 
phrasing suggests that internally the Society, at the time, may have set twenty award 
winners as a goal for each year.  
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“The plaques commend the achievements”, states the Chairman.114 As such, it is 
important, the Society felt, to “remind those who have received an award to maintain the 
marker or plaque in a manner suiting the structure and the Society.”115 This sentence alone 
reveals, by 1978, the evolved significance, iconic nature, and prestige of the merit. The 
Society adds it is, “proud to have its markers and plaques on so many of Charleston’s 
structures as proof” of the organizations effective, guarding advocacy of the City’s historic 
context.116 
The Tax Reform of 1976, with its many financial incentives for preservation work, 
had been amended to make them more attractive and more applicable to a broader range of 
structures, records the January, 1979 Preservation Progress. It reads, “a significant amount 
of the current rehabilitation work in Charleston has been spurred. It is virtually impossible 
to walk down a street in Charleston without passing a building in the process of being 
rehabilitated.”117 These countless preservation treatments were some of the approximately 
twenty properties awarded the Carolopolis honor that year. 
The bulletin of 1979 award recipients, under the title, “Carolopolis Award Given,” 
begins, “Every year the Preservation Society recognizes historic preservation in ceremony 
by the annual presentation of the Carolopolis Awards. These awards are given to both 
groups and individuals who have helped to preserve our heritage by undertaking the 
restoration or renovation of historic properties. The following awards were presented…”118 
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Beneath that paragraph lists the more than twenty awards, with their associated owners. 
Around this list are four photographs of preserved structures iconic to Charleston, from a 
row of Single houses on Queen Street, to a brick residence in Ansonborough, to the 
commercial stores of the Vendue Range, to the towering facade of the Cathedral of St. 
Luke and St. Paul. 
Another year passed 
before the Carolopolis Awards 
would be mentioned again in 
the Society’s publication in the 
January, 1980 issue. This issue 
notes twenty-five recipients, 
chosen by the opinion of the 
Markers and Awards 
Committee were presented the 
award at the Society’s meeting. 
At the meeting, color slides of 
each award-winning property 
were shown. The award 
listing’s introduction describes 
the plaque’s defining features as 
its black color and the seal of the City of Charleston.  
Figure 14. VOLUME 25, NUMBER 1, COVER PAGE. 
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The listing claims the winners include buildings which the Society battled to save 
from demolition, including 252 Meeting… and 11 Magazine Street (those properties cited 
in the President’s Report, just a couple years prior). It adds that several awards are in 
recognition of the preservation of buildings through adaptive re-use. To elaborate on some 
of these notable preservation campaigns, the listing follows up that the next issue, March, 
1980, will “contain a feature story, with photographs, about the award-winning,” efforts.119 
This is the first time the publication individually calls out the achievements. 
The listing of more than twenty properties follows the format of the preceding 
years, with a simple list of addresses beside associated owners. With the subsequent issue 
in March containing photographs and in depth descriptions of the preservation efforts, this 
listing foregoes the inclusion of the winners’ photographs. A close-up of a past Carolopolis 
plaque, however, is shown. 
“The Backbone of Preservation”, touts the March, 1980 issue of Preservation 
Progress, in which, for the first time, the individual Carolopolis Award-winning efforts of 
the previous year are highlighted.120 The congratulatory issue begins by explaining that the 
award is a “collective ‘pat on the back’ for a job well done. A job which is often frustrating, 
time-consuming, physically demanding and expensive… it is important to reiterate the 
significance of this honor… the Carolopolis plaque serves as a symbol that these efforts 
have not gone unappreciated.”  
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In this March issue, several award recipients were asked to tell the story behind 
their building and its restoration. The phrasing may suggest that not all of the winners were 
requested to share the preservation story of their honored structure. It is not known if those 
selected to discuss their preservation efforts were for significant, older, or high-style 
structures, though the pictures depict high-style structures from most periods of 
construction. Fourteen of the twenty-five winners appear to have answered the call.  
 
 
The photographs attached to each 
building’s preservation story only 
illustrate the facade after the preservation 
work, they do not show what the 
structures looked like before or during. 
Fortunately, the owners do explain the 
hurdles, to varying degrees and details, 
they overcame to achieve the Carolopolis 
Award. For example, the owner of 8 
Judith Street, claiming the building 
needed a total restoration, notes that he 
put all his savings into the structure’s 
equity. Along the vein of finances, the owner of 252 Meeting laments that he wishes he 
had a better understanding of how to acquire financial assistance. Whereas finances may 
Figure 15. VOLUME 24, NUMBER 2, PAGE 15. 
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have posed as threats to the previous two, the owner of 57 Laurens says she purchased the 
property for economic reasons, though she does despair at the high crime in the area.  
Many owners tell of the actual preservation action they performed. For example, 
50 Laurens, another need for total restoration, was completely burned out before the 
preservation work deserving of the Carolopolis Award. The owner of the property states 
he had to scavenge for replacement material. 86 Warren’s owner, similarly, scavenged for 
replacement material, going so far to buy back original pieces of the structure that had been 
lost. 36 Charlotte Street’s owner admits that the preservation work mostly exterior repair 
work, while the inside upper floor was converted to multiple apartments. 109 Smith Street, 
another story with preservation actions detailed, while a modern kitchen was introduced 
had its exterior painted and original features retained. Similar work is described for 28 
South Battery.  
More professional preservation work was conducted at 1 Broad Street. The owner 
tells that “workmen followed early sketches of the building to restore it”.121 Stone was 
procured to match the original in-kind. The careful restoration of decorative stencil 
plasterwork was also involved. The project even uncovered an unexpected large cistern. 4 
King Street’s story provides another example of serious preservation work, re-using 
sashing and panes in the extension of a new wall. There, the kitchen fireplace was restored 
and the courtyard was paved with historic Charleston brick. These renovations were 
“faithful to scale and simple charm of original building.”122 
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Some owners used their preservation efforts to re-imagine the historic structures to 
fit in with their tastes or the feel of the neighborhood. 18 Queen Street, is a good example, 
with its masonry exterior painted yellow and the addition of green shutters and a 
landscaped yard with a pond. On the inside, modern millwork, wainscoting and dentil 
molding were introduced. Restoration on this property was exhibited through purchasing 
pine floor boards, exposing the ceiling timbers, and restoring three fireplaces. Another 
property in which the owner’s taste and the desire to bring the structure in line with its 
surroundings is 73 East Bay. This dwelling, purchased for its substantial masonry 
construction, was painted so it would be more harmonious with its neighbors. 
The next appearance of the Carolopolis Award listing is in the January/March, 1981 
issue of Preservation Progress. The listing contains twenty-five winners, of which at least 
one was noted to be new construction. The editor admits that usually the Award is presented 
for “outstanding restoration or preservation,” but sometimes honors a new building.123 The 
honored new building, 12 Elliott Street, “was a good example of new construction which 
was compatible with adjacent historic buildings,” says then executive-director Henry F. 
Cauthen.124 
The award bulletin format exists as a simple list, with no categories, of the winners’ 
addresses and their associated owners. For twenty-five winners, only about one-third of 
them exhibit after-restoration photographs. Though, these pictured buildings exhibit a 
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broader range of properties, from simple, vernacular single houses at Murphy Court to the 
compatible, contextual infill of 12 Elliott Street. 
A year later, twenty-six more awards appear in the January, 1982 issue of the 
Society’s newsletter. The editor proudly states a never-before occurrence with the 1982’s 
registry of winners, “For perhaps the first time in the history of the Carolopolis Awards, 
one was presented to a contemporary 
building, the College of Charleston 
Education Building at 9 St. Philip Street. 
While an expression of contemporary 
design, the building with its series of 
pavilions and recesses, repeats the 
pattern of existing 19th century single 
houses on the street.”125 This 
demonstrates the Society’s broadening, 
professionalization of the Awards 
program to include not only Modern 
architecture but those of that type that 
align with the height, scale, mass, and 
architecture of the area. 
Interestingly, the introduction to the Awards bulletin finishes with a correction to 
an error, “8 ½ Legare Street [Carriage House], which received the award several years ago 
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but through an error the award was never presented.”126 This setting-right of a misstep 
addresses the Society’s desire to meet the Award program’s reputation as a serious 
recognition of excellent preservation work. 
The twenty-six winners of 1982 are again listed in the format exercised in recent 
years, without categories but a simple column of addresses and owners. Around the text 
and separately on the next page, thirteen photographs depict half of the winning buildings 
after the completion of work. These photographed structures, too, cover the contemporary 
design of the College of Charleston to vernacular Charleston single houses to an imposing 
Italianate facade on Franklin Street to a late-nineteenth century facade on King Street. 
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CAROLOPOLIS IN PRESERVATION PROGRESS: 1983-1987 
Preservation Progress considerably changed its manner of discussing Carolopolis 
Award winners from 1983 through 1986. If a picture truly does tell a thousand words, then 
during this time span, one thousand words photographically represented each winner. The 
Carolopolis Award winning bulletins were presented not as a textual list of addresses, 
owners, and properties, but instead as a visual, organized collage of the winners. In these 
“Photo Essays” of the mid-1980s, the Society provided one photograph of the preserved 
properties after their award-winning preservation treatments. Though, these “Photo 
Essays” must be lauded for being the first instance in the history of Preservation Progress 
where each award winner is pictured, albeit only after the work is completed. 
Whereas earlier iterations of the newsletters’ announcements of the award winners 
included some text and few, if any, photographs, this time frame of the award program’s 
published notices involved few, if any, words and some photographs, a stark contrast. This 
demonstrates that in the mid-1980s, the Society was concerned less with the specific details 
of the properties’ histories, architecture, and preservation efforts and more with the 
aesthetic outcome of the achievement. 
Chronology Carolopolis in Preservation Progress: 1983-1987 
The first of the “Photo Essay” issues, published in March 1983, retains a brief 
introduction to the awards that defines the recognized work as, “significant restoration all 
over the city… private homes and business places were both included in the awards…”127 
The editor acknowledges the importance of the city’s preserved homes over the preserved 
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commercial buildings, stating “in a city whose face is as commercial as it is residential, 
this photo essay salutes the private homes from among the 1983 winners.”128  
Speaking to the rapid economic 
development in Charleston, the editor 
adds, “As the restoration of Charleston’s peninsula matures into the 1980s, competition for 
space and a piece of the economic action grows keen. Committed preservationists find 
themselves surrounded by less conscientious developers and must fight harder than ever to 
hold their precious ground.”129  
Again, underscoring the Society’s desire to protect Charleston’s iconic residences, 
the introduction to the “Photo Essay” concludes, “The following collection of Charleston 
architecture deserves special mention for these are the ‘dwelling houses’ so famous and so 
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treasured by Charleston devotees everywhere.”130 The two-pages reserved for the photo 
essay depict about twenty award-winning Charleston houses above addresses and owners. 
Though the photographs are not colorized, the ink for all of the various issues of “Photo 
Essays” is green, whereas previous Preservation Progress were black-and-white. 
The next “Carolopolis Awards: Photo Essay,” appears in the January, 1984 issue of 
the Society’s publication. Whereas the previous award bulletin focused primarily on 
dwelling houses, this issue includes, dwelling houses’ and commercial properties alike. 
The twenty-five photographs, captured by John Hildreth and showing the winning 
structures’ facades after the completion of their work, display the broad array of that year’s 
Carolopolis Award winners. This is the first time an issue of Preservation Progress 
illustrates all winners above addresses and owners, albeit still in green ink. 
Using the same “Carolopolis Awards: Photo Essay,” format, the January, 1985 
Preservation Progress depicts all twenty-six award winners, in green ink, above the 
property address and owner. The photographs, again, are provided by John Hildreth and 
include every winner for 1985’s Carolopolis Award. 
The introduction to the Photo Essay, notes that in 1985, the awards were presented 
to the most representative projects of the year. This seems to point more towards 
recognizing excellent preservation than recognizing significant, historic structures. 
Emphasizing the strong grip that preservation has taken in the city, the editor adds, 
“preservation activity in the past year has been widespread and dramatic. In choosing the 
award winners every effort was made to recognize the small residential projects as well as 
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the larger commercial efforts.”131 The Society, again, is broadening its recognition of 
excellent preservation, while underscoring the importance of the individual homeowner to 
the success of the local preservation movement. 
     Later in 1985, in November’s issue, the Society’s quarterly meeting provides a 
concise history of the organization. While Executive Director Henry F. Cauthen describes 
the Society from its origins in the 1920s to the present-day in 1985, no mention is made of 
the Carolopolis Award. While the award program merits a regular annual publication of 
winners, it seemed, at the time, to not 
merit acknowledgment in the 
chronology of the Society. Perhaps, 
though, this particular published 
history of the Society was too general 
to include the Awards Program. 
     The next “Photo Essay” 
Preservation Progress issue, 
published in January, 1986, uses 
“Annual Carolopolis Awards 
Presented,” as the edition’s front-
cover headline.132 Noting a larger than 
normal crowd at the award ceremony, 
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the master of ceremony, Elizabeth Young, is recorded as saying, “that although the 
Preservation Society has its share of financial problems there is no question that it has a 
great wealth in this beautiful city and its… historic properties.”133 The Carolopolis Award 
Program, and its recognition of excellent preservation, is the metaphorical solution to the 
financial problems the Society faces, suggests Young. 
     Later in the issue is the “Carolopolis Award: Photo Essay,” for the 1985 awards 
presented in January, 1986. The text introducing the photograph collage, reading similarly 
to that of past “Photo Essay”s, describes the award program as providing annual awards in 
recognition of significant renovation projects in Charleston.” That year the Society, the 
editor notes, awarded Carolopolis Plaques to the most representative projects. The editor, 
recognizing the selection of winners getting more difficult with each year, states that, “the 
number of preservation efforts seems to grow and the activity becomes more widespread 
and dramatic with each passing year.”134 
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     The photo essay following the 
introduction is printed in green ink, 
with after-preservation work facade 
photographs above the property’s 
address and owner. Whereas the 
previous two years explicitly 
attributed the photographs to John 
Hildreth, Society staff member, this 
year’s photographs are not credited to 
anyone. Still, they show the restored 
structures in the same manner: street-
facing elevations with much of the 
building’s massing in view. 
     The end of this “Photo Essay” 
era does not come with a smooth transition to the next period of periodicals. Rather it closes 
with an abrupt lapse in published Carolopolis presence. In 1987, the Preservation Progress 
issue is brief and makes no mention of the Carolopolis Awards of that year. The publication 
notes a change in editorial personnel caused the publication to omit certain perennial 
aspects of it, such as the list of Carolopolis Award winners. Records held at the archives 
of the Preservation Society of Charleston and contemporary newspaper articles relay the 
winning properties awarded the Carolopolis plaque during this time. 
Figure 19. VOLUME 30, NUMBER 1, PAGE 4. 
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     In 1987, the editorial staff of the newsletter changed, causing the “Photo Essay” 
format to never be used again. The publication that year was limited and did not publish 
the list of the Carolopolis Award winners; instead they appeared in the newspaper which 
has since around that time published annual announcements of the winners. Meanwhile, 
the editor of the brief Preservation Progress references his predecessor’s farewell 
statement to the Society, acknowledging that the newsletters, “can be a very useful tool of 
the [preservation] movement,” in saving structures like, “1 Vendue Range… isn’t an 
architectural masterpiece. But it is 150 years old. It is restorable.”135 Unfortunately, 1 
Vendue Range was demolished three years later but this call for action underscores the 
Society’s initiative to saving architecture of a low degree of style, albeit of an old age. 
While the “Photo Essay,” format was no more, the Society pushed ahead to saving 
Charleston’s built environment, knowing that Preservation Progress and the Carolopolis 
Award Program were two of the organization’s most vital advocacy assets. 
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CAROLOPOLIS IN PRESERVATION PROGRESS: 1988-1999 
Although the Carolopolis Award Program was only specifically called the 
“backbone of preservation” in the mid-1970s, in the late-1980s and throughout the 1990s, 
Preservation Progress during the late-1980s and into the twenty-first century illustrates the 
Carolopolis Award Program as an evolving award program within an expanding 
preservation movement, at a time when the city vitally needed its validation of excellent 
preservation. 
Following 1987, the “Photo Essay” format was no longer used and Preservation 
Progress was variably printed with photographs accompanying the list of Carolopolis 
Award Winners. In lieu of the retired “Photo Essay” format, significant changes would 
come to the Carolopolis Award Program and to how the publication treats the Society’s 
annual list of Carolopolis Award winners. The beginning of this era resembled the late-
1970s award bulletins, with simple lists of winners, few textual data, and a smaller quantity 
of photographs. While the photographic collages were scrapped, the award listing 
introduced text describing the history and importance of the Carolopolis Award Program 
to the organization.  
These new developments in the publication were at first due to editorial staff 
changes, though in the last year of the 1980s, Hurricane Hugo would cause the Society to 
reflect even more on how it uses the Carolopolis Award Program as an advocacy tool. The 
effects of the storm incited the Society to use the Carolopolis Award, once again, as the 
“backbone of preservation.” The Society began to include, for the first time, though to a 
fluctuating degree, short paragraphs describing the award-winning properties’ histories. To 
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complement the property histories, award winner’s mentions variably contained an after-
preservation undertaking photograph, albeit in black-and-white.  
Coming off the heels of the destructive hurricane, the Society inserted beside each 
winning structure’s address its architectural category of significance defined in the City’s 
Preservation Plan of 1974. Nevertheless, the hurricane stymied the publication’s aesthetic, 
reverting it to a very mundane typeface with very little graphics. Acknowledging these 
constraints in the publication after the storm, the Society must have strained itself to 
provide the publication with such detail and illustrations of the Carolopolis Award winners 
following Hugo.  
Following Hurricane Hugo, the Carolopolis Award Program helped restore the City 
of Charleston. Doing so, the Society reiterated in Preservation Progress issues of the early-
1990s the organization’s objective for the award and its relation to the organization’s 
mission and history. Importantly, the publication makes a connection between the 
Carolopolis Award Program of the 1990s and the Society’s 1963 Constitution.  
The Society begins to embed contemporary professional and academic standards 
within the award program. Involving more labor and time in the award selection process, 
Preservation Progress in the 1990s states the importance of following a professional, 
academic preservation ethic in order to merit the award. The award listings replace the This 
is Charleston significance categories used in the 1960s and 1970s with the Secretary of 
Interior’s definitions of preservation treatments. Citing the historical information for each 
awarded property, the Society provides academic and professional references for the data 
in Preservation Progress.  
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Chronology of the Carolopolis in Preservation Progress: 1988-1999 
     The March, 1988 issue of the Society’s newsletter announced the Carolopolis 
awards under an eponymous title, demonstrating a further ingraining of the award’s name 
and prestige since the 1970s, when the publication first used Carolopolis. The award 
bulletin recites the activities of the January award ceremony where a, “brief history of the 
award program was given, followed by slides of the outstandingly restored properties. The 
bulletin claims property owners covet the awards and declares that the first such award was 
conferred to the residence of the Society’s founder, Susan Pringle Frost, at 27 King Street, 
just prior to her passing.136  
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     The bulletin of twenty-five award recipients for 1988 appears as three, neatly 
aligned and formatted columns. Where the list is applauded for its organization and 
readability, it only has three pictured structures (without identifiable captions) and no 
information beyond the award-winning property’s address and owners. 
December, 1989’s 
Preservation Progress is, though 
rudimentary in design (minimal 
graphics and mimeograph-styled 
black ink typeface), compelling for it 
being the first edition post-Hurricane 
Hugo. Reading its pages, one feels 
the anxiety and anguish that plagued 
the City and its Preservation Society 
following the storm. Perhaps sensing 
the city’s need for hope, the Society 
published the list of Carolopolis 
Award winners in December, before 
the annual January award ceremony. 
     The January 1990 newsletter further acknowledges the award program’s 
momentousness, with a pithy history of the award:  
“In the 1950’s, certificates of merit were awarded for significant restoration done 
after 1950 to historic buildings. 31 of these certificates were awarded by November, 
Figure 21. VOLUME 34, NUMBER 4 (DEC. 1989), PAGE 7. 
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1958. The Carolopolis Award marker, a modified version of the City Seal… was 
first conceptualized in January, 1963, when the Society’s Markers and Awards and 
Committee was given the responsibility of developing an ‘appropriate, dated 
bronze plaque for exterior mounting’. Today’s plaques are made of aluminum 
rather than bronze.”137 
The editor then defends the selection process of 
the award, noting that, “not every building can or should 
receive the Carolopolis Award… a perfectly good restoration can be thrown out of kilter 
in the final stages by homeowners nailing up non-working shutters that are either too large 
or too small for the windows they are supposed to enhance, or installing etched glass 
Victorian doors on the piazza blinds of 1830 buildings.” These are just a few of the 
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forsaking “preservation” acts that can preclude merit of the Carolopolis Award. Further, 
the editor describes the five categories that the property’s preservation campaign must fall 
under, these being nearly identical to the four categories stated in the Society’s 1963 
Constitution, though with more elaboration:138 
1. The restoration may be a pioneering effort in a depressed area tending toward the 
improvement of a neighborhood the Society would like to see improved and 
rejuvenated. 
2. The restoration may be an especially excellent restoration of a valuable building in 
an already commercially valuable residential or business area. 
3. The restoration may be a significant improvement of a good building in a good area 
where the building was dilapidated or otherwise offensive in appearance. 
4. The remodeling of a building or dwelling of no architectural value so that it fits in 
with and enhances a good neighborhood. 
5. Construction of a new building or dwelling so that it fits in with the older structures 
of a neighborhood. 
     That year, the Society considered sixty-eight properties for the Carolopolis Award. 
To select the twenty-three winners, the “Markers and Awards Committee met over a period 
of five months, not only viewing slides of all nominated properties, but also driving by the 
buildings to view them at various angles.”139 With admission, the editor points out the 
subjectivity of the Award selection process, “the end result, however, is to reward those 
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properties and their owners for the excellent work that has been achieved in the hope that 
these preservation efforts will serve as an example to others… in restoration… but also … 
in the construction of new buildings in a city where vacant land is a limited commodity.”140 
     The format for the 1990 award bulletin is unique in many ways. Each page of the 
bulletin has two columns with each column having approximately two properties detailed 
individually underneath a black-and-
white photograph of the structure’s 
facade. Under the image, beside the 
address, the historic name of the structure 
as well as its category ranking (historic 
and architectural significance) from the 
City’s Preservation Plan by Feiss and 
Wright is included. This was likely the 
Society illustrating to the public then the 
importance of Charleston’s built 
environment following Hugo. 
Underneath that line of text is the property owner and a brief 
background of the property from its construction to the present preservation project, with 
many details about architectural elements, storied owners and pasts, and restoration efforts. 
Each property’s background text varies, with some not discussing the preservation efforts 
and others detailing the recent work. 
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     In October, 1990, Society President Anne P. Olsen, recalling a four-hour meeting 
to, “debate a number of concerns about preservation, today, and in the future,” answers the 
question of the Society’s geographic boundaries as, “broad enough to include the entire 
Charleston/Berkley/Dorchester/Colleton area but that our primary emphasis should be on 
the Historic District.”141 This is important as it is the first time the Society has publicly 
acknowledged in its newsletter its geographic purview. Despite not specifically mentioning 
the Carolopolis Award Program, the Society’s purview would affect the award program 
and thus allow for awarding to be within that tri-county region with an emphasis on the 
Historic District. 
     The next issue, January, 1991, bears 
a significantly more professional formatting, 
typeface, ink, and graphics. On the front-
cover, in a boxed-in, prominent location, 
“1990 Carolopolis Awards,” stands out at 
the top. Within the box, the editor, in 
boldface, emphasizes one winning 
recipient’s purpose, “to acquire 125 Bull 
Street and use it for the purpose of an 
archive and museum of Afro-American 
history and culture.”142 This statement 
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speaks to the award being given to an educational property, not a dwelling, and a structure 
important to a minority culture in Charleston, not the white planter class awarded the first 
of the Carolopolis Awards. 
The issue later announces each award winner, without including the text 
introducing the award program printed in issues of the last half-decade. Under the bulletin’s 
title, a parenthetical remark explains that the following information, the properties’ 
background, was provided by the homeowners and not completed by the Society alone. In 
past editions, the editor does not state exactly from where the information is sourced, but 
it may be assumed owners supplied the 
information then as well. 
The award bulletin’s format also 
includes photographs of each property, 
sometimes with multiple images such as 
historic pictures from the days after the 
1886 earthquake to the current post-
restoration work. This is the first time 
historic, documentary photographs of 
award-winning structures are included in 
Preservation Progress. These photographs are boxed-in with an emphasized border, 
whereas previous award bulletins had simply pasted the pictures in, usually with a thin 
ribbon border. Beside or under the 
photograph, is the name of the property owner or person responsible for the work, and then 
Figure 25. VOLUME 35, NUMBER 1 (JAN. 1991), PAGE 3. 
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a concise paragraph of property information, from its date of construction to the present 
preservation campaign. Three properties’ owners did not provide any text to accompany 
their structure’s photograph. 
Later in the year, November, 1991, the Director and President of the Society offer 
new reports of their offices. Neither of them mention the Carolopolis Award, though they 
do indirectly refer to it by noting the incredible post-Hugo preservation response. The 
President quotes his membership base as saying the Society is, “moving forward to a 
broader field for our actions, with greater goals and an attitude of accepting a changing 
world.”143  This broadening viewpoint of the Society can be seen in many manners, one 
being the Carolopolis Award Program and 
its expanding recognition of a variety of 
properties. 
The next year’s recognition of 
Carolopolis Award-earning properties 
appears in the January/February (1992) 
issue of Preservation Progress. The 
Award Program receives a front-cover, 
emphatic headline, “ANNUAL 
CAROLOPOLIS AWARD WINNERS.” 
A column on the front about the award 
itself details the plaque and what it 
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represents to the Society’s members. Of particular interest is the editor’s claim that the 
award, “has been granted to individual preservationists of Charleston’s heritage since 
1959.”144 The majority of Society publications accurately claim that the award was first 
presented in 1953 (some claim 1958), but here one attests that 1959 was the inaugural year 
for the award. This illustrates that while the early history of the Carolopolis Award and the 
Preservation Society of Charleston are murky in details they are still revered and retold, 
almost a half-century after the award was conceived. Another interesting, claim from this 
issue, is that the, “markers and awards committee nominates and the board chooses a 
certain number of recipients each year.”145  
The issue has Director’s and President’s Reports, as well, with the Director 
specifically tying the Carolopolis Award Program to the most important purposes of the 
Society, quoted from the original 1920 Charter of the organization: “...first and foremost, 
are to cultivate and encourage preservation.”146 The Director follows by congratulating the 
recipients of 1991’s Carolopolis Awards, presented in January of 1992, “the process 
recognizes achievement in the small steps in the preservation progress we are making in 
the city as a whole. I hope you will let the owners of the properties know how important 
their efforts have been this past year.”147 The professional leader of the organization’s staff 
individually applauds the two-decade long effort of Dr. Konrad Marks who had been 
meticulously restoring his Carolopolis-earning property. This alone testifies to the 
Carolopolis Award’s development into a highly respected and hard-earned award. 
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The January/February 1992 award bulletin, lacking an introduction to the 
Carolopolis Award Program, does not state how many awards were presented, though most 
preceding editions of Preservation Progress Carolopolis Award announcements do cite a 
quantity. The fact that the Society, here, does not quantify its awards in 1992 aids the 
interpretation that the organization’s focus is increasingly on the quality of work as 
opposed to the amount. 
The bulletin’s format 
appears similar to the award 
listing of two years prior, from 
January, 1990 where the fifteen 
properties are listed in two 
columns with photographs 
above addresses, historic 
property names, and property 
owners responsible for the 
preservation award. Underneath 
that line of text follows, 
typically, a succinct description 
of the structure’s history and architecture 
with general comments on the work done.  
At the end of the listing, the issue reads, “Commendations” and lists a further five 
properties and their owners, without photographs, “for the stewardship of their 
Figure 27. VOLUME 35, NUMBER 1 (Jan/Feb. 1992), 
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properties.”148 Beyond that statement, the editor, here, does not explain what these 
commendations recognize. These commendations of 1992 (for work done in 1991) are not 
noted in the Society’s archival index for Carolopolis Award winners, suggesting they are 
something completely different than a Carolopolis Award. Statistically, two of the 
commendation-earning properties (38 Hasell Street and 31 Pitt Street) had previously 
earned the Carolopolis Award while the remaining three (140 Dunneman Street, 209 Spring 
Street, and 52 Tradd Street) had not earned it before. 
A year passed and the Carolopolis Awards were next presented in the Spring of 
1993. The 1993 award bulletin includes a short narrative description of the award, again 
claiming that the honor emerged in 1959 (not 1953, the widely accepted inaugural year). 
The editor praises the diversity of the recognized properties, saying, “this year’s awards 
include many given in recognition of the diverse roles and investments utilized in 
preservation today. Two awards were given to recognize adaptive reuse of commercial 
structures.”149 The editor also credits Langhorne Howard for providing the issue’s 
photographs of the awarded buildings. 
The listing of awarded properties includes much of the same information commonly 
found in previous editions: black-and-white photographs of the structure’s facade, the 
property’s address, its historic name, the property’s owner, and then about a paragraph of 
information detailing the building’s use from its construction to the restoration, with the 
work done detailed. The format for this issue differs slightly from previous editions in its 
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less organized, more errant placement of photographs and the text being italicized and 
bolded. Some of the property descriptions provide general details of how the restoration 
work returned architectural elements to the buildings lost by Hurricane Hugo. 
At the end of the award bulletin, four “Commendations”, without photographs, 
appear in a greyed-box. The editor, again, does not provide any explanation for what 
commendations are. Unlike the last commendation announcement, this issue omits the 
names of the owners and fails to recognize that they are, “for the stewardship of their 
properties.”150 The last page of that issue includes a sheet of Society statistics, noting that 
the Carolopolis Award Program’s Markers and Awards Committee received seventy-six 
nominations and awarded eighteen recipients. Interestingly, the four commendations are 
not mentioned here. 
The next year’s announcements of Carolopolis Award recipients, for work done in 
1993, appear in the Winter of 1994 Preservation Progress. This issue bears the most well 
developed, most professional format of the award bulletin to date. In a neat box at the top 
of the listing is a short introduction to the award, albeit still stating it developed in 1959.  
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The format then proceeds to 
cleanly organize the approximately 
twenty winners in a list that includes 
much of the same information present 
in previous bulletins. The black-and-
white photograph, of each winning 
property’s facade, is, however, small, 
almost one-third of the size in 
previous editions. Though, the size of 
the photographs allows for more text; 
an allowance that is well used. Each 
property listing includes the usual 
address and historic name as well as 
a descriptive body of text that outlines the history of the 
property. The level of detail, here, is more involved than 
in previous issues, for example, the information for 62 Broad Street describes the building’s 
evolution from its use as the Confederate Home to its present use as apartments. The text 
also cites the professional contractors and preservationists who worked on the project as 
well as describing their efforts. 
An important new aspect to this format is its sorting of the awarded properties into 
four categories: preservation, restoration, rehabilitation, and new construction. Alongside 
Figure 28. VOLUME 36, NUMBER 1 
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each section is a crisp, legible, and professional definition of that category of preservation 
treatment:151 
• Preservation is defined as the act or process of applying measures necessary 
to sustain the existing form, integrity, and materials of an historic property. 
Work, including preliminary measures to protect and stabilize the property, 
generally focuses on the ongoing maintenance and repair of historic 
materials and features rather than extensive replacement and new 
construction. 
• Restoration is defined as the act or process of accurately depicting the form, 
features, and character of a property as it appeared at a particular period of 
time by means of removal of features from other periods and its history and 
reconstruction of missing features from the restoration period. 
• Rehabilitation is defined as the act or process of making possible a 
compatible use for a property through repair, alterations, and additions 
while preserving those portions or features which convey its historical, 
cultural, or architectural values. 
• New construction is defined as the act of construction of a new building that 
is completed, and is architecturally and aesthetically an asset within the 
context of the existing streetscape and neighborhood. 
In the Summer of 1994 newsletter issue, the Society announces its hiring of 
Robert Gurley. Gurley had recently graduated from the University of South Carolina’s 
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Applied History program and would go on to become an important person in the recent 
history of the Carolopolis Award Program. The hiring of Robert Gurley illustrates the 
Society’s continued professionalization as it employs academically trained talent in the 
field of preservation. Appropriately, the same page later calls for nominations for the 
Carolopolis Award to be submitted by September 30th. The call for nominations asks that 
the preservation work, in the four categories defined previously, be done within the last 
five years.  
The Winter 1994/1995 issue 
uses the same format of presenting 
Carolopolis Awards as the previous 
year’s newsletter. The issue does 
contain a message from the Society’s 
President, though it does not reference 
the Carolopolis Award; like past 
executive remarks, indirect allusions 
to the Society’s advocacy initiatives, 
including the award, are made. This 
issue is special, though, for it 
commemorates the seventy-fifth 
anniversary of the Preservation Society. On both the 
front cover and the page of the award announcement, the title reads, “Preservation Society 
Figure 29. VOLUME 37, NUMBER 4 
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of Charleston: 1994 Carolopolis Awards, 75 Years of Excellence.”152 This may confuse 
some readers to believe that the award, as it appeared in the Winter of 1994 and 1995, was 
also seventy-five years old, when instead it was actually forty-one.  
As stated, the award 
bulletin’s presentation of a 
score of properties, follows a 
very similar format to the 
previous year’s with a generic 
and short introduction 
followed by the listing of 
awards under four 
preservation award 
categories: preservation, 
rehabilitation, restoration, 
and new construction. The 
categories’ definition had not 
changed since the past year, 
though in this issue they appear 
prominently at the beginning of each category, rather than running down the side along 
them.  
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This year (1995), however, credits photographs and text to J. Michael Krouskop 
and Spencer Tolley, respectively. While photographs had been previously first attributed 
to John Hildreth in the mid-1980s, this is the first time that the text has been specifically 
attributed to an individual (text had a few years prior been vaguely attributed to the 
Society). When past credits for the text were first given in the 1970s the attributions were 
ambiguously property owners. The text and black-and-white photographs contain the same 
level of detail as the past year, with a paragraph or two of building history, project history, 
and owner and contractor information. 
The next issue, in the Spring of 1995, offers a President’s Message by Eugene P. 
Corrigan, III. Speaking to the Society’s professional status, he does attest, “The 
Preservation Society is now able to offer to the community the advice and experience of 
trained specialists in the area of urban design and preservation.”153 This is another leap 
forward in the Society’s transition towards being an academically and professionally rooted 
organization.  
Celebrating seventy-five years of the Society, the President underlines the 
organization’s purpose, mission, role, community goals, organizational tools, and results 
of the Society while not explicitly mentioning the award program. Particularly, a 
connection may be drawn between the newsletter’s claim that the Society has preserved, 
over 1,000 buildings in Charleston and its role of, “advocacy for the long-term value of 
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Charleston’s authentic historic resources.”154 The unspoken connection between this 
outstanding result and the Society’s advocacy is the Carolopolis Award. 
The next issue, Summer 1995, includes a textual timeline of the Society’s early 
years. In 1954, the editor claims, the “first Carolopolis Awards, recognizing exemplary 
house restoration, renovation, remodeling, and construction,” under the Society’s then 
President, Jack Krawcheck.155 This settles the origin of the Carolopolis Award Program, 
disputed for many years in the 1990s.  
Towards the end of the edition, the editor publishes “Carolopolis Award Program: 
Call for Nominations”. On behalf of the Society’s Markers and Awards Committee, the 
Society, “encourages Carolopolis Award nominations from any interested party who 
knows of outstanding exterior preservation.”156 The call specifically states that the work 
projects should be done within the City of Charleston within the last five years, delineating 
for the first time, a clear time frame and geographic location for award-eligible preservation 
work. 
The Society’s timeline continues in the November 1995 edition of its newsletter. It 
reads for 1963: “The Preservation Society reinstates its Carolopolis award program which 
had been suspended for four years.”157 The same timeline also notes the national emergence 
of a legal framework for preservation, the National Historic Preservation Act of 1996. The 
inclusion of this in the Society’s history of itself demonstrates its growing identity as a 
professional and academic entity. 
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The Winter issue of 1996 
reflects upon the previous year’s 
seventy-five-year anniversary 
celebration of the Society. The 
President’s Message quips he had 
the, “opportunity to lift up the hood 
and kick the tires to see how this 
venerable institution could better 
address today’s needs as we look 
towards the year 2000.”158 The 
President claims the Society, in 1996, 
was comprised of a Board of sixteen 
members, numerous committees, 
thousands of members and volunteers 
- a review of the organization that “coincided with nearly a complete change of 
personnel.”159 Robert Gurley was one of the few staff members to be kept aboard. 
Amidst the change of personnel, the Spring/Summer edition’s Carolopolis Award 
bulletin, for preservation work done in 1995, appears, considering its graphic quality, to be 
a step backwards. The format, while still organized into four preservation categories, is not 
as neat and polished as the immediate preceding years. Interestingly, this issue provides a 
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Figure 31. VOLUME 39, NUMBER 1/2 (SPRING/SUMMER 1996), 
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brief introduction to the award bulletin that not only details the design of plaque, totals the 
to-date Carolopolis Awards as 1,154 honored buildings but also claims (correctly) that the 
award had been presented since 1953. The previous few years had erroneously stated the 
award was started between 1958 and 1959. 
While still sorting the award listing into four categories with a definition of each 
preservation treatment at the start of 
each category, this issue importantly 
omits any text explaining the 
property’s history, use, ownership, 
project team, or restoration efforts. 
The approximately twenty black-
and-white facade photographs, one 
for each structure, are loosely 
stitched onto the page, with no 
borders and minimal image 
alignment. While under every image 
is the address of the pictured 
property, a few of the lines of text 
include historic property names. Beyond this, the editor provides no property histories. 
The next issue, published in the Spring/Summer of 1997, reverts to the well-
designed graphic layout of the early 1990s, with columns separating paragraphs of building 
information beneath well-position Figure 32. VOLUME 39, NUMBER 1/2 (SPRING/SUMMER 
1996), PAGE 3. 
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black-and-white facade photographs. The introduction text of the previous year, however, 
is completely reused, even the total number of Carolopolis Awards: 1,154. This error of 
restating the same total number of awards for two different years calls into question how 
well the Society reviewed its Carolopolis Award bulletin during that time period.  
The format for this issue 
sorts the thirteen awards into four 
preservation categories, with a 
definition for each treatment 
published at the beginning of each. 
The definitions have not changed. 
The text for each award includes 
addresses at the top, followed by a 
block of property histories 
containing the owners and their 
preservation efforts. This issue 
provides further detail of 
professional preservation 
endeavors, explaining that 
architectural features removed or added to the structures were respectively incompatible or 
appropriate to the time period of the property’s significance. 
Figure 33. VOLUME 40, NUMBER 1 & 2 (SPRING/SUMMER 
1997), PAGE 3. 
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The Spring 1998 issue of 
Preservation Progress publishes the 
next iteration of Carolopolis Award-
honored preservation efforts. The front 
cover of the issue reads, in italicized 
font, “The Carolopolis Award: 
Reception Held at the Riviera.” The 
cover, with a picture of the Riviera 
Theatre’s marquee advertising the 
Society’s ceremony, claims the venue, 
restored in 1997, is a “longtime object 
of the Society’s preservation 
advocacy.”160  
The award bulletin’s title reads: “Preservation Society of Charleston: 1997, 
Carolopolis Awards.” It begins like preceding announcements, with a short statement 
introducing the award (with the same text as preceding years), its design, and its relation 
to the purpose and mission of the Society. The only information different in this 
introduction from previous years is its up-to-date tally that the Society had presented 1,167 
awards. 
The text format and graphic layout for this award bulletin is the same as recent 
ones, with the twelve award winners still sorted into the four categories of preservation 
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treatments, with the same definitions present. Each property has a black-and-white facade 
photograph beside its text of building information. The text includes the property address 
(at top) followed by a paragraph or two of property history, current ownership, project 
details and team. The details provided on the preservation efforts, here, are thorough and 
precise to what the work entailed; for example, 90 Morris’ project work is detailed as, “the 
removal of asbestos exterior siding, repairing and replacing the revealed original siding, 
replacing the two porches, restoring the chimney, and repainting the exterior.” 
In relation to the above stated degree of described preservation work, the editor 
closes the award bulletin with recognition for the, “members of the Preservation Society of 
Charleston’s Markers and Awards Committee… The Buildings of Charleston: A Guide to 
the City’s Architecture by Jonathan H. Poston and the Historic American Buildings 
Survey.”161 The editor notes the two sources were, “used as additional research sources in 
preparation of material.”162 This is the first time, demonstrating the Society’s professional 
and academic stance towards the administration of its award program, that a Preservation 
Progress’ Carolopolis Award announcement has cited the use of academic research 
material.  
Vol. 43, no. 1 of Preservation Progress, published in the Spring of 1999, presents 
the Carolopolis Award winners for work done in 1998. The front cover of this issue 
displays a photograph of the Markers and Awards Chairwoman, Dr. Jane L. Tyler, 
presenting two Carolopolis Awards to four City of Charleston officials, Mayor Joseph P. 
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Riley, a city architect, and representatives from the Departments of Public Services and 
Parks. 
Beneath eye-catching photograph, the issue takes off with the Society’s published 
annual announcement of award winners. The bulletin’s format is similar to many of the 
previous issues, with its division of the winning properties into four categories of 
preservation. The definitions for these treatments run down the edge of the page, along the 
appropriate category. The listing of winners appears as bolded, underlined addresses above 
a paragraph of property history, ownership, and project details. The preservation work is 
well detailed, as the text for 29 Chapel Street reveals, “the work program included 
removing the screen porch on the first floor, replacing wood window sills, replacing 
exterior siding, repair and replacement of porch balusters, removal of non-original dual 
front door and replacement with original door found on the property, rebuilding the rear 
porch enclosure with original windows and doors found on the property.”163 
The next issue, in the Summer of 1999, changes the Carolopolis Award and how it 
honors sustained, continual preservation of already honored buildings. The Society 
introduces a new award: the Pro Merito Award. Citing that, “The Carolopolis Award 
plaques are now well-known emblems dotted around Charleston…,” and that, “now, 46 
years after the first Carolopolis Awards were presented, a number of structures bearing the 
Carolopolis plaques have undergone second renovations, or have exhibited excellence in 
sustained preservation.”164 Until 1999, there was, “no mechanism to also acknowledge 
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these efforts.”165 Thanks to the Board of Directors, a second award was instituted to address 
this. 
The Pro Merito Award, like the Carolopolis Award plaque, is consciously designed. 
As an award earned only after 
receiving the plaque, the Pro 
Merito, artistically rendered as 
a wreath of laurel leaves, 
symbolic of adulation and 
glory in Ancient Greece, is 
intended to “complement a 
previously awarded 
Carolopolis marker.”166  
The selection process 
for the Pro Merito is 
administered in the same 
fashion as the Carolopolis 
Plaque; from May 1 to August 
30, the Society receives 
nominations and the Markers and Awards Committee, the editor claims, reviews them over 
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a three-month long evaluation. Finally, in December the award recipients are selected for 
formal announcement in January. 
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CAROLOPOLIS IN PRESERVATION PROGRESS: 2000-2003 
The period of Preservation Progress publication from 2000 to 2003 leads up to the 
fiftieth anniversary of the Carolopolis Award Program. The prominence of the Carolopolis 
Award Program in the Society’s newsletters during this time illustrates the organization’s 
desire to honor and improve its most important advocacy instrument.  
During these four years, Preservation Progress issues containing the Carolopolis 
Award bulletin of winners were specifically labelled as “Carolopolis Issues.” Significantly, 
this is the only period of publication identifying whole issues to the award program. Also, 
during this time, the first of the Society’s Pro Merito Awards are conferred upon properties 
having undergone preservation campaigns more than twenty years after an initial 
preservation treatment.  
The Carolopolis Award listing is improved in many ways. The award bulletins 
during this time incorporate an unprecedented wealth of photographs and historical 
information on each award winner. The text even adds recent use and alterations to the 
property since construction, a rarely discussed subject in past award bulletins. In respect to 
the Society’s aim at academically and professionally engaging preservation, it applauds 
significant research contributions, such as 14 Legare Street’s restored garden.  
The Carolopolis Award listing persists with past improvements to the award 
program during these years. The award listings continue the habit, introduced almost a 
decade earlier, of assigning the neighborhood of the award-winning properties and sorting 
the award winners by the defined type of preservation treatment. To ensure that the Society 
received a sufficient number of appropriate and worthy nominations of preservation work 
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across Charleston, Preservation Progress includes notable advertisements for the award 
program’s nomination deadline, one of only a few such calls and reminders for nominations 
in the history of the Preservation Progress. 
Carolopolis in Preservation Progress: 2000-2003 
The Preservation Society presented its first Pro Merito Awards in the January 2000 
issue of the organization’s newsletter. This issue is specifically published as, “Vol. 44, No. 
1 - Carolopolis Issue.” The edition is a special publication reserved specifically for 
announcing the Carolopolis Award 
Winners of 2000, for work done in 
1999. This is the first time that the 
Society’s newsletter has been 
modified for the sole use of the 
Carolopolis Award. 
The issue’s title reads, 
“1999 Carolopolis Awards 
Presented.” The front cover then 
jumps into announcing the award 
recipients, in a similar graphic and 
textual to previous issues. The 
award listing is sorted into the 
familiar four categories of preservation 
treatment. Each category begins with the definition of its treatment, unchanged in text since 
Figure 36. VOLUME 44, NUMBER 1 (CAROLOPOLIS 
ISSUE), PAGE 1 
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the first definitions were used in the Winter of 1994. The award recipients are listed under 
their bolded addresses, with a paragraph or two of building history and preservation 
information, including current owners, contractors responsible, and efforts undertaken. In 
some cases, a historic property name in a slightly smaller font is printed beneath the 
address. 90 East Bay Street’s preservation treatment provides a good example of how 
detailed the information provided may be: “the exterior rehabilitation program included 
repairing the exterior stucco, repairing the exterior windows, installing operable board 
shutters, repairing the three bay cast iron storefront, installing double doors based on old 
photographs and physical evidence, and 
repainting the exterior.”167 Notable 
within the preservation work is the 
mention using historic documentation 
to show the validity of returning a 
historic feature to the structure. 
The January 2001 issue of 
Preservation Progress, Vol. 45, No. 1, 
another special edition known as 
“Carolopolis Issue,” displays the same 
information that one comes to expect 
from the award bulletin, though in a 
different format. The front cover is titled, “The 
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111
 
 
Preservation Society of Charleston: Carolopolis Award Program.” At the center of the page 
is a black-and-white image of the Carolopolis plaque bearing the year 2000. Around the 
plaque is a neatly flowing introductory statement, using the same text as published in 
previous Carolopolis bulletins. The one difference being the tally of presented awards has 
climbed to 1,203.168 
The next page begins the 
listing of award recipients. The usual 
four categories of awards 
(preservation, rehabilitation, 
restoration, and new construction) 
appear, with properties sorted into 
each. At the start of each category, the 
familiar definition of each 
preservation category is printed at the 
top. The award recipients then appear 
beside at least one black-and-white 
photograph; these photographs are 
always an after-preservation shot but 
around half of the winners include 
before-preservation shots. In a few concise paragraphs, the property’s history, ownership, 
and preservation work information is detailed. The preservation work information explains 
                                                 
168 Preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, January, 2001, 1. 
Figure 38. VOLUME 45, NUMBER 1 (CAROLOPOLIS ISSUE), 
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what structural and architectural changes were done to the property and under whose 
direction. For example, 27 Rose Lane award listing reads, “to restore the property to its 
original single-family use, the exterior work program included removing… rebuilding… 
replacing… repairing… installing.... The exterior restoration work program was developed 
by Dufford Young Architects and completed under the direction of the Historic Charleston 
Foundation.”169 Not only does this reveal that the work was supervised by a professional 
preservation organization and designed by trained architects, it also shows the extent of 
variety the preservation entailed. 
The front-cover of the 2002 January issue of Preservation Progress proudly prints 
the Society’s mission statement under a classically inspired arched motif upholding the 
issue’s title, highlighted in red ink, “2001 Carolopolis Awards.” The award bulletin page 
begins with a comparably shorter introduction statement, describing how the award honors, 
“important contributions of Charleston’s citizens to the preservation movement.” The 
statement adds that this is the first year presenting the Pro Merito Award, explaining that 
it may be earned for, “another restoration or… an admirable level of continuous 
preservation.”170 However, the 2000 award bulletin presents Pro Merito Awards to work 
done in 1999, contesting the idea here that the award is first presented in 2002 (the first Pro 
Merito was actually awarded for 1999 work and presented in 2000). 
The award bulletin is stylistically different from preceding Carolopolis 
announcements, though it still presents the content in a professional, organized manner. A 
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continuous thread from past issues is the presence and sorting of the awarded properties 
into four, defined categories of the preservation award. The definitions, boxed, bolded, and 
italicized, appear at the start of each category. Almost all the properties awarded exhibit 
black-and-white before and after photographs, the first time a Carolopolis Award 
announcement has accomplished this. 
In this issue, the text associated with each property provides a wealth of 
information. 82 Broad Street, for example, shows not only the before and after photographs 
but also three historic images from different decades of the late nineteenth century. The 
building’s text explains, in a high level of concise detail, the history of the property from 
its construction to the time of its restoration (including current owners, contractors, and 
professionals). Furthermore, the editor expounds upon the excellent standard of 
preservation performed on the project by stating that, “in the absence of conclusive 
photographic documentation, the building’s north elevation was restored to its eighteenth-
century appearance on physical evidence from the masonry arches in the demolition 
process.”171  
The 2002 presentation of Carolopolis Award recipients also offers a new manner 
of viewing them: geographically. While the Society has discussed, on many occasions, the 
range of its purview, never has it addressed how the Carolopolis awarded properties fit into 
Charleston. This issue answers that lack of information by providing the reader, beneath 
the bolded address and historic property name, with the neighborhood or district location 
of each Carolopolis Award-winning recipient.  
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The next issue of Preservation Progress, Spring 2002, updates the Society’s reader 
base on the organization’s Awards and Markers Committee. The editor encourages readers 
to contact the Chairman or Robert Gurley, Director of Preservation Initiatives, if they know 
of a property that should be considered for the award. Harrington Bissell, Jr., Chair of the 
Markers and Awards Committee tells of his committee having held a planning meeting on 
March 21, 2002. The meeting was intended for the Committee to review their Carolopolis 
schedule for this year and to get feedback on individuals and companies that should receive 
nomination forms. The Chairman explains that the nomination forms were sent to, 
architects, contractors, and other interested parties in April with a July 30 deadline for 
submissions. This claim that the Society contacts professionals involved in the restoration 
of historic properties, architects and contractors alike, underscores its mission for 
professional advocacy of Charleston.  
In a way different than the usual recording of winning properties, the 2002 
Summer/Fall issue of the Society’s quarterly publication relates how the Carolopolis 
Award is connected to the Society’s existence and purpose in more ways than just being 
an advocacy tool. On a page titled, “Giving Opportunities at the PSC,” the editor, 
“welcomes assistance from its Business and Individual Membership to help fulfill its 
mission as well as carry out a variety of preservation related program.”172 The editor 
specifically calls out the search for a “Carolopolis Awards Sponsor” whose financial 
assistance would “underwrite the costs of the awards program and reception.”173 This 
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reminds us that the Carolopolis Award Program, with all its prestige and renown, still costs 
the Society; though the Society does not see the financial cost of the Carolopolis Award as 
a burden unto itself, rather the Society views it as, “the oldest continuously running 
program at The Society, the Carolopolis Awards is our tribute to those individuals who 
have upheld the preservation ethic through exceptional renovation, restoration, 
preservation or new construction.”174 
The 2002 Carolopolis Awards 
are next announced in the 2003 January 
issue of Preservation Progress, a 
special “Carolopolis Issue”. The 
cover’s header is noticeably printed in 
red-ink. The front-page bears two 
paragraphs describing the Carolopolis 
Award’s history, its Greco-Roman 
design, and how the award speaks to the 
Society’s purpose. This text is like the 
introduction statements found in 
Carolopolis Award bulletins from 
previous years, but here it is displayed 
prominently on the front cover, surrounded by a Classical motif, similar to the year prior, 
with two fluted Doric columns supporting a cornice of metopes and triglyphs. This cover 
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serves to illustrate the Carolopolis Award’s prestige and influence in the preservation 
movement. 
The next page of the issue begins with 
the announcement of the two Pro Merito Award 
winners. This issue expounds upon the 
description for the Pro Merito provided in the 
previous year’s award bulletin, saying, “a Pro 
Merito Award may be given in the Exterior 
Preservation, Restoration, Rehabilitation, or the 
Continuous Preservation category.”175 The 
listing for the Pro Merito awards is also divided 
into award categories for preservation 
treatments, but at this time both awards honored 
“Exterior Restoration.” 
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Each property listed has a bolded block of text with an upper-case address, followed 
by lines individually for the property’s historic name and neighborhood. Beneath this 
header is a finely bordered black-and-white photograph of the site. In many cases, the first 
photograph is either a historic one or one taken shortly before the preservation campaign. 
Later photographs in the property listing may include post-preservation shots.  
The award bulletin’s text contains the same information as previous issues, though 
this iteration offers much more textual detail, especially in terms of property history and 
preservation work. A familiar definition of each preservation category is printed at the top 
of each section. Whereas previous award listings usually had one ample sized paragraph of 
approximately ten to fifteen lines, 2002’s Carolopolis Award Listing provides multiple 
paragraphs with usually more than twenty lines of information. On average, the scheme for 
the information follows a three-paragraph format: construction, later use, and present 
preservation. A bolded supplemental paragraph follows each listing, providing information 
related to the preservation work’s architect, designer, and contractor, and the property’s 
owner. 
14 Legare Street, the editor notes, “has resulted not only in the restoration of the 
historic structures but also in the enhancement of our understanding of the evolution of 
Charleston’s historic gardens.”176 In awarding the Carolopolis merit to 14 Legare Street, 
the Society hopes that research on the history of the city’s past garden spaces, a neglected 
                                                 
176 Preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, January, 2003, 15. 
118
 
 
area of study, will be encouraged. The research itself demonstrates the continued 
professional, academic nature of the Charleston preservation movement. The awarding of 
the property for its restored garden additionally demonstrates the expanding scope of the 
Charleston preservation movement. 
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CAROLOPOLIS IN PRESERVATION PROGRESS: 2004-2007 
2004 marked the fiftieth anniversary of the Carolopolis Award Program. Around 
this time, the publication begins to routinely, and correctly, date the award program’s origin 
to 1953. With this milestone anniversary, the cover page of Preservation Progress is first 
printed in color on glossy, magazine-style paper in the Winter 2004 issue. The publication 
is now at its peak of editorial professionalism that remains to the present. However, while 
the publication’s aesthetic quality is constant, varying levels of building history, 
photography, and geography are presented in the Carolopolis Award bulletins from 2004 
to the present.  
Chronology of Carolopolis in Preservation Progress: 2004-2007 
While a celebrated year, the 
Winter 2004 issue is not uniquely a 
“Carolopolis Issue” of Preservation 
Progress. Though, the issue itself is the 
first issue containing a Carolopolis 
Award bulletin printed in glossy, 
magazine-style color. The front cover 
reads, “2003 Carolopolis Awards: 50th 
Anniversary,” with a watermark of the 
award plaque behind the text. The white 
lettering is stylized over a blue sky above 
Figure 41. VOLUME 48, NUMBER 1 
(WINTER 2004), COVER. 
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the Middleton-Pinckney House, one of the winners of the preservation award that year.  
With a newly designed front 
cover and the fiftieth anniversary of the 
award, the Carolopolis Award notice is 
different in this issue. While the 
categories of the award, Pro Merito and 
the four preservation treatments 
(preservation, restoration, 
rehabilitation, and new construction) 
continue, the definitions of each, save 
for the Pro Merito, are not printed. The 
award bulletin appears like some of the 
earliest award notices, in which the 
honored properties are simply listed together on one 
sheet. Under each category, a typical winner’s listing contains the bolded address with a 
hyphenated historic name over separate lines for the owner’s names, architect and 
contractor responsible for the work. 
On the pages preceding and following this listing, three winners are highlighted 
with historic and post-preservation black-and-white photographs and brief descriptions of 
the property’s construction, later use, and preservation treatment. Showing that while the 
descriptions are comparably less informative than previous years, the work undertaken still 
followed a high standard of preservation ethic, the editor writes for 727 East Bay Street 
Figure 42. VOLUME 48, NUMBER 1 
(WINTER 2004), PAGE 3. 
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that, “the piazza was reconstructed based upon photographic documentation.”177 The 
bottom of this page, in small print, beckons readers to search out information on the year’s 
other Carolopolis Award-winning properties on the Society’s website. 
The end of the Carolopolis Award bulletin closes with the Society remarking that 
the award ceremony garnered a record attendance. Close to three hundred people packed 
the Riviera Theatre for the presentation of 2003 Carolopolis Awards. This outstanding 
interest in the event describes the Carolopolis Award Program, in its fiftieth year of 
honoring excellent preservation, as a standout and celebrated advocacy arm for the Society.  
The next issue of Preservation Progress contains the President’s Letter, written by 
Glenn Keyes, a preservation-minded architect who himself has earned numerous 
Carolopolis Awards to-date. Keyes’ report begins in acknowledgement of the Carolopolis 
Award ceremony, saying the event, “seemed to really strike a chord.”178 In respect to the, 
“range of properties receiving awards, from a single Freedman’s Cottage to the Spoleto 
Headquarters,” Keyes shares his sentiment that the Society, particularly its Award 
Nominating Committee, appreciates all levels of preservation craftsmanship.179 The 
President’s feeling here underscores the notion that the preservation movement in 
Charleston has been continuously expanding its scope, to include small, vernacular 
structures without a high degree of architectural embellishment as well as monumental 
structures.  
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     Later in the issue, the editor announces a call for the next year’s Carolopolis 
Awards, including those for the Pro Merito Award. While some past issues of Preservation 
Progress claimed the award was established variably from 1958 to 1959, this call for 
nominations correctly states that the award was created in 1953. In the call for nominations, 
the Society changed its requirement for eligible preservation work to have been done within 
the last five years to within the last three years. Although the editor does not provide an 
explanation for this update, it may be reasonably assumed that the shorter time frame 
allows for easier, more accurate judging (more recent, relevant information related to the 
work) of the nominated properties.  
     The next quarterly publication of the Society announcing 2004 Carolopolis winners 
comes more than a year later, in Spring 2005. The issue’s cover conforms to the style first 
displayed in the previous announcement issue: glossy, magazine-style color. The title 
reads, “2004 Carolopolis Awards,” in white letters over a blue sky above a salmon-colored, 
weatherboard-clad Charleston Single House on Nunan Street. A ribbon at the bottom of 
the page states, “Preserving the Past for the Future.”180 
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     Though the cover of the issue uses 
the same magazine-styled format, the 
actual Carolopolis Award bulletin within 
the issue begins differently. The last year 
did not include an introduction statement 
to the awards. Also, whereas the previous 
year made no mention to the 
neighborhoods or districts for each 
awarded property, this issue’s introduction 
to the Carolopolis Awards does reference 
them, stating, “The 2004 Awards, in 
keeping with the Society’s mission to 
cultivate and encourage in the preservation of buildings, included three buildings in 
Charlestowne, five in the Commercial District, one each in the Eastside and Westside 
neighborhoods, one in Cannonborough, and two in Harleston Village.”181 Cynthia Jenkins, 
then Executive Director, attests that the Society has never been, “limited to a single 
area.”182 The editor claims that the inclusion of new areas in the representation of award’s 
inventory, “shows not only an expanding public interest in our movement but also a 
tangible commitment to preservation all across Charleston.”183 
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     The award bulletin page follows the 
format established in the 2004 
announcement of 2003’s winners. This 
listing contains no detailed descriptions of 
the property’s history, use, or preservation 
work. The award winners are listed, from 
Pro Merito to the four preservation treatment 
categories, with their addresses bolded over 
lines of text reserved for current ownership, 
architect firm and contractor responsible.  
     The page following the award honors 
three winners with before-and-after black-
and-white photographs. One of the 
photographed properties, Victoria Center, 
was awarded the Carolopolis for new 
construction; another pictured property 
earned its award for the facade restoration of 
a gas station at 131 Spring Street. These latter 
two properties are explicitly called out in the Figure 44. VOLUME 49, NUMBER 1 (SPRING 2005), 
PAGE 7. 
Figure 45. VOLUME 49, NUMBER 1 (SPRING 2005), 
PAGE 6. 
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introduction to the award bulletin, while 56 Church Street, pictured beneath them, is not 
specifically mentioned in the text.  
     The Spring 2006 Preservation Progress, with its colored front cover, announces 
the, “2005 Carolopolis Awards.” The award bulletin begins with an introduction, similar 
to the previous years, that details the Markers and Awards Chairman presenting the awards 
at the annual ceremony in January. The editor notes that the ceremony involved, “a 
description of the property and the work program in its historical context.”184 During this 
explanation, the audience was given a photographic tour of the property, revealing its 
before-preservation condition and after-preservation state. Given that the awarded 
preservation work is recognized in respect to its historic context, this confirms the Society’s 
serious preservation ethic, at least in the manner in which the newsletters convey the award 
program to public. Further demonstrating the Society’s academic and professional 
preservation movement is a photograph beneath this introduction captioning the attendance 
of several students from Clemson University’s Historic Preservation program.  
     The award bulletin, with Pro Merito and four preservation award categories, 
follows a similar typographical scheme. Each property is listed beside black-and-white 
before and after photographs of the site, with some of the before-work shots being close-
ups of areas in poor condition. This award notice also re-incorporates a brief description of 
the property’s history and use, albeit only a few lines in length.   
                                                 
184 Preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, Spring, 2006, 3. 
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     A year later, the 2006 Carolopolis Awards were announced in the Spring 2007 
Preservation Progress. The front cover of this issue bears the title, “2006 Carolopolis 
Awards,” over a color photograph of the Old Exchange and Provost Dungeon, one of 
Charleston’s most significant public buildings of the Georgian era.  
The issue’s award announcement begins with a retelling of the ceremony, unusually 
held in February that year due to a scheduling conflict at the regular venue: the Riviera 
Theatre. The editor notes that the Markers and Awards Committee Chairman presented the 
awards after providing a description of the property and the preservation in its historical 
context. The markers and Awards Committee Chairman also presented a photographic tour 
of the site before and after the work program. 
     The next page begins the list of awarded properties as a hybrid format. One standout 
feature of this bulletin is its incorporation of noting the properties’ neighborhoods or 
districts, last used in the 2003 presentation of Carolopolis Awards for 2002 work programs. 
The layout, however, resembles the previous year’s but with more property history and 
work program information. Like past year’s, this award notice separates the award 
categories by defined preservation treatments (rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, and 
new construction) and award types (Pro Merito and Carolopolis). A common thread 
throughout all property items is the inclusion of both before and after black-and-white 
photographs. 
The amount of text, here, is almost double what is printed in the last year’s award 
notice. 37 Church Street offers a typical example of the detail given for the preservation 
work, “the exterior restoration work included repairing or replacing deteriorated windows, 
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replacing the deteriorated second floor piazza decking. In addition, the wrought iron 
balcony was restored, the exterior stucco was restored and a 20th century folding lunette 
window was replaced with a compatible Georgian design. An intrusive 20th century 
hyphen was removed and replaced by a smaller, more compatible two-story stucco 
hyphen.”185 All the property items end with a short note of who owns the site, who designed 
the work program, and who performed the work. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
185 Preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, Spring, 2007, 4. 
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CAROLOPOLIS IN PRESERVATION PROGRESS: 2008-2018 
 
The end of the 2000s to the present marked a period of oscillating prominence for 
the Carolopolis Award Program as it appears in Preservation Progress; the minimal 
mention of the award program in 2008 compared to the robust display of the award 
program in 2009 is a good example of this pattern. One of the few constants throughout 
this period of publication is the continuation of colorized, glossy magazine covers. In the 
late 2000s and constantly throughout the current decade, photographs of Carolopolis 
Award winners begin to be colorized as well. 
While the award listing formats often differ from one year to the next, a 
professional and academic preservation ethic is normal throughout this period; for 
example, LEED certification and preservation methods similar to those required by the 
BAR for structure’s outside of BAR purview are cited as achievements of the era. The 
text for winning properties too incorporates appreciable mention of the property’s historic 
use, evolution, often citing period architectural features, historic events or people 
associated with the structures. Sometimes the text includes mention of the winners’ 
neighborhood or district Charleston. Most considerably during this period, there is more 
importance placed upon the award-winning preservation campaign with the text 
correlating to conditions evident in the photographs. While before and after photographs 
were published in previous issues, those from the recent decade show a measurable 
improvement in the structures’ conditions between the before and after photographs.  
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Carolopolis Award in Preservation Progress: 2008-2018 
For more than a decade, the 
Society’s quarterly spring publication 
announcing the awards presented each 
winter had a cover proudly 
acknowledging their presentation the 
season prior. While the cover of the 2008 
Spring Society publication reveals a 
glimpse of five articles inside, no 
reference to the Carolopolis Awards 
program is made despite an award 
bulletin appearing later in the issue. 
The award bulletin, titled, “2007 
Carolopolis Awards Presented,” follows no previously 
established format. It may be best described as two pages, the first resembling a 
newspaper column of five paragraphs beside a few black-and-white photographs captured 
of property’s before and after their work followed by a page of a few more similar 
photographs. While not every awarded property is provided with a photograph mention, 
the ones omitted from being pictured are actually the largest and most architecturally 
significant of the group. This may be one example of the Society shining light upon 
preservation work of humbler, more vernacular structures. 
Figure 46. VOLUME 52, NUMBER 1 
(SPRING 2008), PAGE 6. 
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Without the traditional listing of award recipients, this column does not provide 
background property history, current ownership, or work program details. As prose, the 
seven winners are vaguely mentioned by any other information than their address, 
historic name, and a cursory line about preservation. The final half of the column states 
that, “since 1953, the Preservation Society has presented 1,309 awards.”186 The editor 
then adds a short comment about the new Pro Merito award, followed by a final 
paragraph calling for the next year’s nominations be sent to the Society before August 15.  
Whereas the 2008 issue announcing the Carolopolis Awards did not refer to them 
on its cover, the next year, Spring 2009, did with an enlarged portion of the Carolopolis 
plaque stitched over a photograph of the Riviera Theatre’s facade, with its marquee 
advertising, “Preservation Society of Charleston: Carolopolis Awards.” 
The issue’s bulletin for 2008 Carolopolis Awards begins with a short introduction 
of the honor, stating it, “embodies the purpose of the Preservation Society to cultivate and 
encourage interest in the preservation of buildings, sites, and structures of historical and 
aesthetic significance.”187 The editor claims that since the award’s beginning in 1953, the 
Society has presented 1,316 awards in fifty-five years.188 
Under the introduction, the award listing commences. This format is new to the 
Society. While the award categories continue, no explicit definitions for the award type 
or preservation treatment is provided. Rather, the categories begin with a brief summary 
of the types of property’s awarded and their neighborhoods. For instance, the category for 
                                                 
186 Preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, Spring, 2008, 6. 
187 Preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, Spring, 2009, 3. 
188 Preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, Spring, 2009, 3 
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“Awards for Exterior Restoration,” reads, “...were presented to properties in Harleston 
Village and Mazyck-Wraggborough for ‘accurately depicting the form, features, and 
character of a property as it appeared at a particular time.”189 
After the category’s summary, the property’s 
under each appear as a combination of black-and-
white before and after photographs. The before 
photograph is a small clip while the after shot 
covers nearly a quarter of each page. In the available 
space around these images, captions describe the 
work undertaken. 3 Magazine Street’s caption, a 
good example, reads, “Owner Mark Stephenson 
with architect Randolph Martz converted this 1870s 
single house back to single family use. The 
deteriorated foundation was repaired and the piazza was rehabilitated using mahogany 
columns and turned balusters copied from originals found on the property.”190   
                                                 
189 Preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, Spring, 2009, 3 
190 Preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, Spring, 2009, 5. 
Figure 47. VOLUME 54, NUMBER 1 
(SPRING 2010), COVER. 
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The award bulletin format changes in the Spring 2010 issue of Preservation 
Progress. Though not a “Carolopolis Issue,” the publication’s colorized cover 
emphasizes the award program’s annual winner announcement in style. The four 
definitions of preservation treatments appear at the front of the award listing beside a 
history of the Carolopolis Award Program claiming that 1,323 awards had been presented 
to date.191  
The award bulletin presents the winners in a structured format with alternating 
columns of photographs and text. For each winner there are two photographs, though 
both are in greyscale. Underneath each address, every properties’ neighborhood in 
Charleston is referenced, with some additional mention of the location in the text. For 
example, below the address for One Cool Blow 
is the neighborhood referenced East Central 
and the text begins stating the winner is, 
“located in the historic ‘Cool Blow Village’ 
platted in 1857…”192 The same New 
Construction Carolopolis Award winner is 
touted for achieving LEED certification. 
Notably absent from these property details are 
credits to the contractors, designers, and even 
the property owners. These three groups of people 
                                                 
191 Preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, Spring, 2010, 2. 
192 Preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, Spring, 2010, 6. 
Figure 48. VOLUME 54, NUMBER 1 (SPRING 
2010), PAGE 6. 
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were nearly always mentioned in past award bulletins but do not make the cut for this 
issue, lest the preservation treatment discussion warranted mention of their involvement. 
The following year, another batch of Carolopolis Award winners was announced 
in the Summer 2011 issue of Preservation Progress. This issue, while bearing a dearth of 
property text, exhibits the first color before and after photographs of award-winning 
properties. The colorized before and after photographs better demonstrate the 
deterioration and poor conditions of the restored structures compared to grayscale 
photographs where the change in condition is lost in the lack of color.  
Another 
lacking attribute 
in this format is 
the sum of the 
awards presented 
to date, which 
appeared 
frequently since 
the mid-1990s. 
This portrays the Society’s interest in the individual feats of the preservation campaigns 
bearing more weight than the quantity of the preservation campaigns. The text itself 
minimal and only providing details of the address, owners, contractors, designers, and 
historic names of the structures appears to also be weighted in less importance to the 
quality of the color photographs of the preservation campaigns. With all of the almost 
Figure 49. VOLUME 55, NUMBER 1 (SUMMER 2011), PAGE 11. 
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half a dozen Carolopolis Award winners exhibited on a single page, the colored 
photographs grab the reader’s attention more than the text. 
Later that year, Society Executive Director Evan Thompson published a report in 
the November issue of the organization’s newsletter. While he does not specifically note 
the award program, Thompson asserts the Society’s focus towards, “areas further north 
on the peninsula.”193 He adds that these, “neighborhoods which were brand new when the 
Society was founded in 1920 are becoming eligible for National Register designation - 
meanings focusing on where a new generation of grassroots preservation action is 
emerging.”194 These statements together prove that the Society was then moving 
northward, moving towards a younger era of structures, with a younger form of 
architecture that is in itself worthy of National Register listing. Thompson here is 
professionally steering the Society in respect to a national preservation ethic. 
                                                 
193 Preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, November, 2011, 3. 
194 Preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, November, 2011, 3. 
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Winter ended and Preservation 
Progress’ Spring 2012 brought new 
Carolopolis awards and a new award 
bulletin format. Two pages detailing the 
Society’s annual award ceremony precedes 
the award bulletin. The first page describes 
the Society’s continued focus on expanding 
the award program’s geography, stating 
awards were, “presented for outstanding 
restoration and rehabilitation projects for 
properties from south of Broad to north of 
the Crosstown, including both the City 
Market and Dock Street Theatre.”195 In terms of professionalizing the award ceremony, 
the editor notes that, “For the first time, videos were prepared about each award-winning 
property which will be made available online.”196 
The award listing page itself is replete with color, even the text is set on a 
background of gradient scaled blue and green. Each award-winning property displays two 
color photographs before and after the preservation treatment. Beside the photographs is 
a ribbon of text listing the owners, contractors, and architects. Below the photographs is 
                                                 
195 Preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, Spring, 2012, 20-21. 
196 Preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, Spring, 2012, 20-21. 
Figure 50. VOLUME 56, NUMBER 1 (SPRING 2012), 
COVER. 
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the property’s text, starting with a bolded, capitalized address and then three columns of 
construction history, historic use, and preservation efforts.  
For example, 20 Elizabeth Street 
provides a wealth of data, revealing it, 
“was constructed in 1914 as a meeting 
hall… the early 1950s, served as a 
Christian Science Reading Room, and 
from 1955 until the 1980s the building 
housed a musician’s hall…” information 
on the property’s historic use of the 
property continues to the preservation 
efforts.197 Before the preservation 
campaign is described, the editor details 
the structural problems affecting the 
building, followed by an explanation of the restoration which consisted of the front 
entry’s restoration, new doors and rebuilt columns matching the originals, replaced stoop 
and steps, window retention and repair, and custom handrail and newel installation. 
The Spring 2013 issue of Preservation Progress scales back significantly its 
presentation of the Carolopolis Award Program. The award bulletin follows a simple 
introduction to the award program which explains the merit honors a range of 
                                                 
197 Preservation Society of Charleston, Preservation Progress, Spring, 2012, 22. 
Figure 51. VOLUME 56, NUMBER 1 (SPRING 2012), 
PAGE 22. 
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preservation from exemplary renovation or rehabilitation work to admirable continued 
preservation.  
The award bulletin presents the winners underneath before and after photographs. 
All but one photographs are in color; one photograph, for 39 Church Street, displays a 
close-up of masonry deterioration. Underneath the photographs, the property’s 
information is provided, without any details of its history, use, or preservation. The few 
lines of text present specify the property’s type of award, address, historic name, owner, 
architect, and contractor.  
The next year’s Carolopolis Award bulletin resembles that found in the 
newsletter’s 2013 Spring issue. It incorporates the same minimal introduction statement 
to the award program with a subsequent page listing the award winners, with before and 
after photographs in color above details of the property’s owner, contractor, architect, 
address, and historic name. Whereas the previous year’s award bulletin offered at most 
the aforesaid particulars of each winner, this year included approximately two to three 
additional sentences describing the award-winning properties’ history, neighborhood, 
use, and architecture. It is impressive the amount of detail these blurbs provide in such a 
concise manner. 
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METHODOLOGY 
Dissecting The Carolopolis Award Program 
Before the methods of analyzing the physical characteristics of Carolopolis Award-
winning structures can be explained, an explanation of the studied sixty-five-years (1953-
2017) of the Carolopolis Award Program is imperative. With close to 1,400 awards from 
1953 to 2017, sorting the awards into thirteen five-year intervals can render the analysis of 
the award program over time more intelligible. Every type of award that the Preservation 
Society of Charleston has awarded as a part of its Carolopolis Award Program are included 
in this data set. These various honors of the award program include the Carolopolis Award, 
the Pro Merito Award, and the awards for Interior and New Construction preservation 
merits.  
The studied sixty-five-year span of (1953-2017) can be separated into thirteen equal 
duration intervals. As the concept of thirteen five-year intervals is used extensively 
throughout this thesis, familiarity with the concept is required. These thirteen intervals of 
five-years each are displayed in the table below. 
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Figure 52 The table explains each intervals duration with the sixty-five-year studied period of the Carolopolis Award 
Program from 1953 to 2017. (Source: Christopher Gene Tenny). 
 
Managing the Data 
Through digital cloud software, the Preservation Society of Charleston updates a 
spreadsheet of the Carolopolis Award Program’s winners every year. The Preservation 
Society of Charleston has supplied this thesis with the Excel spreadsheet containing the list 
of winners and their respective years of awarding. This thesis examines those 1,385 award 
winners from 1953 to 2017. This thesis copied the data from the Preservation Society of 
Charleston’s Excel spreadsheet of the Carolopolis Award Program and pasted it into a 
separate Excel workbook so that any edits and updates to the data are only reflected on this 
thesis. The Excel spreadsheet for this thesis is found in the appendix, at Table A. 
To properly conduct analytical research on each structure’s history, architecture, 
and geography, the provided Excel spreadsheet had to be first screened for erroneous 
addresses and place name identifiers. This would preclude inappropriately researching the 
wrong site. For instance, some award winners’ addresses were either incorrect (e.g. the 
Interval # Years Interval # Years Interval # Years
Interval 1 1953-1957 Interval 5 1973-1977 Interval 10 1998-2002
Interval 2 1958-1962 Interval 6 1978-1982 Interval 11 2003-2007
Interval 3 1963-1967 Interval 7 1983-1987 Interval 12 2008-2012
Interval 4 1968-1972 Interval 8 1988-1992 Interval 13 2013-2017
Interval 9 1993-1997
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Society recorded 9 St. Philip Street in its spreadsheet as being a winner but Preservation 
Progress identifies 25 St. Philip Street as being the correct winner) or insufficient (the 
Society identified some winners merely as real estate names, like “Market Square” or 
“Cannon Street at Rutledge Avenue”). 
Taking the corrected provided Excel spreadsheet, this thesis added several columns 
to it for each method of analysis. Beside the corrected addresses, two columns were added 
for the winner’s city and state, a column for architectural category, a column for year of 
construction, and a column for bibliographic references. 
Save for the first row which contains the column titles, each subsequent row (2 
through 1386) within the Excel spreadsheet holds the data for every Carolopolis Award of 
a structure. There are eleven columns in the Excel spreadsheet. Column A contains the 
“Year of Award.” Column B contains the “Age at Awarding.” Column C contains the 
“Street Address.” Column D contains the “Other Address.” Column E contains the “Degree 
of Style.” Column F contains the “Absolute Construction Date.” Column G contains the 
“Reference Construction Date” gleaned from the research, which may be a relative date 
that required conversion to an absolute year. 
With the inclusion of each awarded structure’s year of awarding in a separate 
column, the data for each property was sorted into one of the respective five-year periods 
described previously. This sorting of the properties by their associated five-year period 
within the Carolopolis Award Program timeline permitted the thesis to determine, by 
comparing intervals, trends, and patterns, whether the physical characteristics of the 
awarded structures have broadened or expanded from 1953 to 2017. 
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Awarding Frequency Over Time 
Not all periods of the Carolopolis Award Program presented an equal number of 
awards. To demonstrate this, the awarding frequency over time was plotted in a line graph. 
The x-axis line graph contained the thirteen intervals of the studied Carolopolis Award 
Program timeline, in chronological order from 1953 to 2017. The y-axis of the line graph 
ranged in value from zero to 400, to encompass the quantity of awards presented during 
each interval.  
For each five-year period of the Carolopolis Award Program, the sum of all awards 
was calculated. Each interval’s sum was then plotted on the graph to demonstrate the 
frequency of awarding over time as well prolific award periods and periods of increase, 
decrease, and stagnation. The percent change in award quantity from one period to the next 
was calculated to substantiate the observed trends. 
Repeat Awards 
Not all awards are to unique structures and the fact that there are nearly 1,400 
Carolopolis Awards but only 1,259 awarded structures confirms the statement. Some 
awarded structures have earned repeat awards, some receiving one, two, or three awards, 
including the Pro Merito Award, after receiving their first Carolopolis Award. A line graph 
charted the phenomenon of repeat Carolopolis Awards during the studied years of 1953 to 
2017. The x-axis line graph contained the thirteen intervals of the studied Carolopolis 
Award Program timeline, in chronological order from 1953 to 2017. The y-axis of the line 
graph ranged from zero to twenty, to encompass the quantity of repeat awards presented 
during each interval. 
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An orange line represented the number of times a structure received an award for 
the second time, or its first repeat award. A grey line represented the number of times a 
structure received an award for the third time, or its second repeat award. A yellow line 
represented the number of times a structure received a Pro Merito Award. As explained in 
the newsletters, latter these awards go to properties that have underwent a second 
preservation campaign at least twenty years after receiving a Carolopolis Award. Some Pro 
Merito Award winners had previously earned multiple repeat awards while other Pro 
Merito Awards winners had not received a previous repeat award. 
For each five-year period of the Carolopolis Award Program, the sum of each type 
of repeat award was calculated. The Pro Merito Award was not introduced until 1999, so 
the yellow line representing it is plotted at zero before 1999. Each interval’s sums of the 
repeat award types were then plotted on the graph to demonstrate the frequency of the 
various types of repeat awards as well prolific periods of repeat awarding and periods of 
increase, decrease, and stagnation, especially in relation to each type of repeat award. The 
percent change for each type of repeat award from one period to the next was calculated to 
substantiate the observed trends. 
Geographic Methodology 
ESRI’s ArcGIS software is used to show the geographic distribution of Carolopolis 
Award winners from 1953 to 2017. This thesis used Clemson University’s enterprise 
license for ArcGIS. ArcGIS is an online web application that plots the data from geo-
referenced MS Excel spreadsheets to base maps.  
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This thesis employs “Topographic” as the ArcGIS basemap for its mapping of 
Carolopolis Award winners because it displays building footprints, or the outline of the 
awarded structures examined. This incorporation of building footprints readily allows the 
points, representing awarded structures, to be correlated to physical buildings in 
Charleston. The base map “Topographic” opposed to another base map showing building 
footprints (“Streets”) is better for this task because the former is predominantly a neutral 
color, with the majority of terrain shaded white, ideal for overlaying color-coded points 
compared to the latter’s beige-colored terrain. 
To plot geo-referenced locations on an ArcGIS basemap, the software required 
further identifying the city and state of the provided address. All Carolopolis Winners have 
been awarded to structures within South Carolina, but some structures have been awarded 
outside of Charleston’s municipal limits, such as an award to a property in Cainhoy and 
several awards to buildings in North Charleston. The appropriate city and state were then 
assigned to each Carolopolis award winning address. 
With the Society’s spreadsheet of Carolopolis winners already providing the year 
of each winner’s awarding, it is simple to demonstrate how the awards themselves are 
geographically represented over time. To do this, the award winners are sorted into the 
defined thirteen five-year intervals of the Carolopolis Award Program earlier: 
For mapping purposes, each interval of five-years of the Carolopolis Award 
Program, is separated into a unique sheet within the spreadsheet. This allows for the sheets 
to be uploaded to ArcGIS individually, so that each interval can be color-coded. A key 
explaining the colors representing each award interval are illustrated in the Map Legend. 
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Each individual point on the map represents at least one award. Some properties have been 
awarded the Carolopolis Award multiple times, thus the duplicate awards are presented on 
top of one another. For instance, if from one interval to a later interval, a point on the map 
changes color, it means that the address was presented with a repeated award.  
Likewise, as the ArcGIS map progresses through the intervals of the Carolopolis 
Award, past awards remain on the map with the transparency of their points increased to 
make past intervals discernible from the present interval of each map. For instance, on a 
map showing any period of the Carolopolis Award Program, an appropriate, opaque color 
would represent the current period of the award program and transparent colors would 
represent preceding intervals of the award program. This allows for an efficient mode of 
comparing the “current” period of the award program’s distribution of awards to all 
preceding periods of the award program. 
This thesis visually interpreted for each period of the award program conspicuous 
clusters of awards, conspicuous voids of awards, conspicuous outlier awards, the 
geographic area (measured in square miles) of the majority of the awards (excluding the 
determined conspicuous outlier awards), and geographic boundaries including and 
excluding outliers. The identification of clusters, voids, and outliers is subjective but only 
one individual has performed the task. Therefore, it is assumed that while the factors are 
subjective, the same standard of identification for the said factors was employed throughout 
the analysis. 
Conspicuous clusters of awards for each interval were defined as areas containing 
a preponderance of points compared to other awarded locations during that interval. For 
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example, if during one interval a high concentration of points is exhibited in close 
proximity to one another, then that area is defined as a cluster of awards. Clusters of awards 
were described in terms of their geographic location, size, and relative density of awards. 
Conspicuous voids of awards for each interval were defined as areas lacking, or not 
containing, any points compared to other awarded locations during that interval. For 
example, if during one interval a lack of awards is exhibited in an area where nearby, 
contiguous or surrounding, there is a moderate to significant concentration of awards, then 
that area is defined as a void of awards. Voids of awards were described in terms of their 
geographic location, size, relative lack of awards, and nearby areas of awards, contiguous 
or surrounding. 
Conspicuous outlier awards for each interval were defined as one or more locations 
of sparsely concentrated awards are exhibited geographically separated, or removed, from 
the majority of all awarded structures during that interval. For example, if during one 
interval the majority of all awarded structures during that interval form a polygon of 
awards, or a generalized cluster of awards, and one or more awards is not included within 
the generalized cluster of awards, then those separate award locations are defined as outlier 
awards. Outliers were described in terms of their geographic location, the distance from 
the outlier to the nearest award within the majority of awards during the same interval, and 
the distance from the outlier to another outlier during the same interval. 
The geographic area of awards for each interval was defined as the calculation of 
square miles comprising the traceable polygon, or generalized cluster, of awards. The 
traceable polygon, or generalized cluster, of awards for an interval is the majority of awards 
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during an interval excluding outlier awards. For example, if during one interval the 
majority of all awarded structures during that interval form a polygon of awards, or a 
generalized cluster of awards, then the geographic area of awards is the calculation of 
square miles comprising that interval’s polygon of awards. Geographic area of awards were 
described in terms of size (square miles) and relation to outliers. 
The geographic boundary of awards for each interval were defined as geographic 
extremes of the polygon, or generalized cluster, of awards. The polygon, or generalized 
cluster, of awards for an interval is the majority of awards during an interval excluding 
outlier awards. For example, if during one interval the majority of all awarded structures 
during that interval form a polygon of awards, or a generalized cluster of awards, then the 
geographic extremes are defined as the geographic boundaries. Geographic boundaries 
were described in terms of cardinal directions (north, south, east, and west). 
Researching Construction Dates 
This thesis analyzes the construction dates of all 1,385 awards of the Carolopolis 
Award Program. Construction dates for the award winning structures were sourced from a 
combination of academic, archival, professional, and municipal references. Respectively, 
examples of each source, in order of convenient availability, include The Buildings of 
Charleston, This Is Charleston, Historic Charleston Foundation Archives, Preservation 
Progress and the Preservation Society of Charleston Property Files, area newspapers 
(Charleston Evening Post, News and Courier, Post and Courier), Preservation Progress, 
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Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps and Charleston County Parcel Data through the county’s 
online GIS.198  
This thesis prioritizes the sources used for determining construction dates through 
a hierarchy of accuracy and convenience. For instance, it is supposed that the academic 
sources, The Building of Charleston, were the most accurate, so those were checked first 
to see if the construction year data was available for each structure. Archival records, 
maintained physically and online at the Charleston County Library, Historic Charleston 
Foundation, or the Preservation Society of Charleston, were checked next. If not available 
in an academic source or archival source, the professional references, such as the Sanborn 
Maps, were checked next. followed by municipal records, like the county parcel data. 
In many cases, construction dates were relative and not absolute. Guidelines for 
assigning consistent and appropriate absolute years of construction to a relative 
construction date were manifested. Relative construction years were assigned an absolute 
construction year using a formulaic equation. The table below depicts the formulaic relative 
construction years, the related equations for converting them to absolute construction years 
and examples for performing the conversion.  
 
                                                 
198 Jonathon H. Poston, The Buildings of Charleston (Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina Press, 
1997). Samuel G. Stoney, This Is Charleston (Charleston, SC: Carolina Arts Association, 1944). Sanborn 
Map Company, “Charleston, South Carolina, 1888-1956,” Charleston County Library. Historic Charleston 
Foundation Archives, https://charleston.pastperfectonline.com/.  Preservation Society of Charleston, 
Preservation Progress, Vols. 1-65. Post and Courier newspaper, Charleston County Library, Newsbank 
Inc. News and Courier Newspaper, Charleston County Library, Newsbank Inc. Charleston Evening Post 
newspaper, Charleston County Library, Newsbank Inc. https://infoweb-newsbank-com.ezproxy.ccpl.org/. 
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Figure 53 This chart explains how relative construction dates were assigned an absolute construction date. (Source: 
Christopher Gene Tenny) 
 
Overall Construction Date Methodology 
A line graph was plotted using all the absolute construction dates of Carolopolis 
Award-winning structures. The absolute constructions were sorted into decades from 1711 
to 2011. For example, the first decade spanned from 1711 to 1720. Arranging these years 
as a timeline on the x-axis with their frequency of award reception on the y-axis, the line 
graph depicted the amounts of awards that each decade of construction has received 
regardless of when the award was presented. The graph displayed the least and the most 
awarded construction dates, and significant patterns between construction dates of high and 
low award representation, such as considerable differences in the amount of awards from 
one period of construction to another. 
Example Relative 
Periods in 
References
Formulaic Relative 
Construction Years
Equation for Assigning 
Absolute Year
Example Absolute Year 
Assigned Key
Post-1746 Post-Y Y+1 1747 Y :Year
Pre-1800 Pre-Y Y-1 1799 C : Century
"Antebellum" 
("before War")
E E-1 1860 A : Event
"1722; rebuilt 1747" Y1; rebuilt Y2 Y1 1722 # : Numeric 
placeholder
1720-1740 Y1 to Y2 Y2 1740
"early 18th century" "early C century" ##25 1725
"late 19th century" "late C century" ##75 1875
"middle 20th century" "middle C century" ##50 1950
"post-1872 and pre-
1888"
"post-Y1 and pre-Y2" = 
Y2-1
Y2-1 1887
"1800s" "##00s" #### 1800
"1810s" "###0s" ###0 1810
"late 1920s" "late #####s" ###7 1927
149
 
 
Correlation Between Award Year and Construction Year Methodology 
A scatter plot was generated to plot correlations between each awarded structure’s 
award year and construction year during the Carolopolis Award Program’s studied timeline 
of 1953 to 2017. The scatter plot’s x-axis ranged from 1950 to 2020, to encompass the 
years of the Carolopolis Award Program. The scatter plot’s y-axis ranged from 1650 to 
2050, to encompass the minimum and maximum construction years of structures within 
the inventory of the Carolopolis Award Program.  
For values where multiple awards share the same year of awarding and construction 
year, differentiating colors were employed. For instances where one awarded structure 
represented one value (year of award and construction year) a blue dot represented the 
value. For instances where two awarded structures shared one value (same year of award 
and construction year), a orange dot represented the shared value. For instances where three 
awarded structures shared one value (same year of award and construction year) a red dot 
represented the shared value. For instances where four or more awarded structures shared 
one value (same year of award and construction year), a yellow dot represented the shared 
value. 
Age at Awarding and Average Annual Age at Awarding Methodology 
A combination graph with a scatter plot and line graph was plotted. The scatter plot 
demonstrated the individual awarded structure’s age at awarding from 1953 to 2017. The 
scatter plot’s x-axis ranged from 1950 to 2020, to encompass the years of the Carolopolis 
Award Program. The scatter plot’s y-axis ranged from zero to 300, to encompass the 
minimum and maximum age of a structure when it was awarded the Carolopolis. The 
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difference when the property’s year of construction was subtracted from the property’s 
year of award represented the calculated age of the property when it was awarded the 
Caropolis.  
For values where multiple awards share the same year of awarding and age at 
awarding, differentiating colors were employed. For instances where one awarded structure 
represented one value (year of award and age at awarding) a blue dot represented the value. 
For instances where two awarded structures shared one value (same year of award and age 
at awarding), a green dot represented the shared value. For instances where three awarded 
structures shared one value (same year of award and age at awarding) a grey dot 
represented the shared value. For instances where four or more awarded structures shared 
one value (same year of award and age at awarding), a yellow dot represented the shared 
value. 
For each studied year of the Carolopolis Award Program, 1953 to 2017, the age of 
all structures awarded during that year was summed and then divided by the number of 
awards during that year to calculate the average age of an awarded structure for each year 
of the Carolopolis Award Program. The line graph, charted in red, represented this annual 
age of awarded structures over time from 1953 to 2017. The line graph was plotted directly 
over the scatterplot so that a relationship between the data of each award and the annual 
average over time could be analyzed. 
Architectural Categorization Methodology 
To determine how the inventory of Carolopolis Award winners from 1953 to 2017 
has expanded architecturally, six categories of architectural styles were delineated. These 
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categories were rationalized using Poppelier’s What Style Is It?, Roth’s American 
Architecture: A History, and McAlester’s A Field Guide to American Houses.199  
These publications were studied to create six categories of architecture exhibited in 
Charleston. In chronological order of appearance in Charleston, the six categories are: 
“Colonial,” “Federal,” “Revival,” “Turn of the Century,” “Colonial Revival,” and 
“Modern.” These architectural categories are broad and may include several architectural 
styles.  
For example, the architectural category “Revival” includes architecture that in the 
above texts could be described as Gothic Revival, Italian Revival, Egyptian Revival, and 
Greek Revival. These styles are classified under the “Revival” category for bearing features 
similar, in homage, to ancient architecture during a period of time when “reviving” the Old 
World’s architecture was popular in America. In this respect, these architectural categories 
are bound by styles that are common within a time period, aesthetic, and community.  
With the six categories of architecture established, four Carolopolis Award winners 
that broadly represent each category were selected to display the variety of building design 
that could be expected for each category. These examples served to demonstrate that the 
architectural categories were not inherently monolithic, rather they consisted of a range of 
architectural styles. These examples also served to be used as guides for maintaining 
consistent architectural evaluation of the entire Carolopolis Award inventory. With more 
                                                 
199 Virginia McAlester et al., A Field Guide to American Houses: The Definitive Guide to Identifying and 
Understanding America's Domestic Architecture (New York, NY: Alfred A. Knopf, 2013). Leland Roth 
American Architecture: A History (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 2016). John C. Poppeliers and S. Allen 
Chambers, Jr. What Style Is It: A Guide to American Architecture (Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 
2003). 
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than 1,200 structures, it was important to sustain a stable, reliable list of Carolopolis-
winning architecture types for each category to be used to verify the assignment of 
architectural categories to the lot of awarded structures. 
Colonial Architecture 
  
  
Figure 54: Examples of “Colonial” architecture. Pictured clock-wise, from top-left: 32 South Battery, 17 Chalmers 
Street, 145 Church Street, and 11 Orange Street. (Source: Christopher Gene Tenny). 
 
 
 
 
Federal Architecture 
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Figure 55 Examples of “Federal” architecture. Pictured clock-wise, from top-left: 39 East Battery, 6 Montagu Street, 1 
Tradd Street, and 18 Queen Street. (Source: Christopher Gene Tenny). 
Revival Architecture 
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Figure 56: Examples of “Revival” architecture. Pictured clock-wise, from top-left: 8 Chalmers Street, 40 Society 
Street, 17 Franklin Street, and 67 George Street. (Source: Christopher Gene Tenny). 
Turn of the Century Architecture 
  
  
Figure 57 Examples of “Turn of the Century” architecture. Pictured clock-wise, from top-left: 464 Huger Street, 125 
Broad Street, 494 King Street, and 141 East Bay Street. (Source: Christopher Gene Tenny). 
 
 
 
 
Colonial Revival Architecture 
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Figure 58 Examples of “Colonial Revival” architecture. Pictured clock-wise, from top-left: 80 Church Street, 2 
Montagu Street, 5 New Street, and 2 Perry Street. (Source: Christopher Gene Tenny). 
Modern Architecture 
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Figure 59 Examples of “Modern” architecture. Pictured clock-wise, from top-left: 100 Aquarium Wharf, 66 Columbus 
Street, 177 Church Street, and 130 Market Street. (Source: Christopher Gene Tenny). 
 
 Once every awarded structure was assigned an architectural category, a stacked-bar 
graph was created to chart the changes in the Carolopolis Award Program inventory from 
1953 to 2017. Thirteen bars were plotted across the graph in chronological order, 
representing each of the period or interval of the award program. Through this process, 
patterns of increase, decrease, and stagnation for each architectural category were 
observed. This allowed the thesis to determine when each architectural category was non-
existant, rare, common, or very common.  
 
 
Degree of Architectural Style Categorization Methodology 
To determine how the inventory of Carolopolis Award winners from 1953 to 2017 
has expanded architecturally, three degrees of architectural style were delineated. These 
degrees of architectural style were rationalized using Poppelier’s What Style Is It?, Roth’s 
American Architecture: A History, and McAlester’s A Field Guide to American Houses.  
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These publications were studied to create three degrees of architecture style 
exhibited in Charleston. In order of embellishment or opulence, the three degrees are: “Low 
Style,” “Intermediate Style,” and “High Style.”  
 The degrees of architectural styles are not monolithic, rather each degree depended 
on understanding what features were expected within an architectural category. Then an 
analysis was conducted to determine whether each structure, given an assigned category of 
architecture, exhibited a “Low,” “Intermediate,” or “High” degree of that particular 
category.  
The analysis understood that “Low Style” for one architectural category (“Federal” 
or “Modern”) differed from category to category but in all respects “Low Style” was 
comprehended as lacking the majority of architectural features expected within an 
architectural category. Simply put, “Low Style,” for example, was the “simplest” degree 
of architectural style. Contrarily, “High Style,” was defined as representing a quality of 
architecture that is “elaborate,” or “fancy.” To ensure that these “Low” and “High” degrees 
of style were separated, an “Intermediate” degree of style was incorporated into the 
analysis to classify structures that were not sorted into the latter two degrees with ease.  
With the three degrees of architectural style established, four Carolopolis Award 
winners that broadly represent each degree were selected to display the variety of building 
design that could be expected. These examples served to demonstrate that the degrees of 
architectural styles were not inherently monolithic, rather they consisted of a range of 
architectural styles. These examples also served to be used as guides for maintaining 
consistent degree of style evaluation of the entire Carolopolis Award inventory. With more 
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than 1,200 structures, it was important to sustain a stable, reliable list of Carolopolis-
winning architecture types for each degree to be used to verify the assignment of 
architectural degrees of styles to the lot of awarded structures. 
Low Degree of Style Architecture 
  
  
Figure 60 Examples of “Low Style” architecture. Pictured clock-wise, from top-left: 11 Magazine Street, 7 Cordes 
Street, 334 King Street, and 198 Rutledge Avenue. (Source: Christopher Gene Tenny). 
 
Intermediate Degree of Style Architecture 
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Figure 61 Examples of “Intermediate Style” architecture. Pictured clock-wise, from top-left:59 Hanover Street, 12 
Water Street, 129 Smith Street, and 310 Concord Street. (Source: Christopher Gene Tenny). 
High Degree of Style of Architecture 
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Figure 62 Examples of “High Style” architecture. Pictured clock-wise, from top-left: 79 Rutledge Avenue, 105 Tradd 
Street, 115 Church Street, and 72 Meeting Street. (Source: Christopher Gene Tenny). 
Once every awarded structure was assigned an architectural category, a stacked-bar 
graph was created to chart the changes in the Carolopolis Award Program inventory from 
1953 to 2017. Thirteen bars were plotted across the graph in chronological order, 
representing each of the period or interval of the award program. Through this process, 
patterns of increase, decrease, and stagnation for each degree of architectural style were 
observed. This allowed the thesis to determine when each architectural category was rare, 
common, or very common. 
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ANALYSIS 
Awarding Frequency Overtime 
 
Figure 63. The graph charts the quantity of all awards within the Carolopolis Award Program through each period of 
the award program’s history from 1953 to 2017. (Source: Christopher Gene Tenny).  
The Carolopolis Award Program presented 1,385 awards from 1953 to 2017. The 
sixty-five-years since then are dissected into thirteen intervals of five-years each to better 
accommodate understanding the frequency of awards over time. This chart includes all 
forms of the Carolopolis Award, including Pro Merito, New Construction, Exterior, and 
the original award types. 
On average, each interval of five-years has 106.5 awards, or 21.3 awards annually, 
though as the graph illustrates many intervals have more or less awards. The awarding 
frequency has been far from consistent and does not follow the average awards per interval, 
with many intervals having awarded significantly more or less than 106.5 awards. Since 
1998 the award frequency, though, has approached consistency at 57.25 awards per 
interval, or about eleven annual awards. 
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The first ten years of awards presented only thirty-five awards or just 2.5% of the 
total 1,385 awards. Over a period of fifteen years, from 1963 to 1977, 695 awards were 
presented. This amounts to 49.99% of all Carolopolis Awards presented in sixty-five-years. 
The last forty years of the award program, or 61.5% of its duration comprises just 47.3% 
of all awards. 
The first Carolopolis Award Program interval (1953-1957) presented ten awards. 
This period bears the least number of awards, but that may be explained by the fact that the 
awards were in their formative years and in fact had still been presented as paper 
certificates. 
The second interval of the award program (1958-1962) presented twenty-five 
awards, though during this time the award program ceased honoring excellent preservation 
from 1960 to 1963. From the previous interval to this one, the number of awards increased 
by 150%. Preservation Progress during this time notes how the Society had ceased the 
awards for four years, mostly during this era. Even with the short hiatus in the award 
program, the number of awards increased. This reinforces the Society’s ability to tweak the 
award program, improving it rather than shuttering it. Since the early-1960s, the Society 
has continued to modify the award program. 
The third interval of the award program (1963-1967) presented 187 awards, though 
the first year (1963) of this period, as stated previously, did not present any honors. From 
the previous interval to this one, the number of awards increased by 648%. Though not the 
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most active period of awarding, this period represents the most significant increase in 
awards since the previous period. 
The fourth interval of the award program (1968-1972) presented 338 awards. From 
the previous interval to this one, the number of awards increased by 80.75%. This period 
is the most prolific period for awards at almost double the amount of any other interval.  
The fifth interval of the award program (1973-1977) presented 167 awards. From 
the previous interval to this one, the number of awards decreased by -50.6%. During the 
1960s and 1970s, Preservation Progress published award bulletins several times each year; 
these multiple award cycles per year only occur during this era. The Society noted that its 
honoring of Charleston’s tricentennial was one of the main reasons for the high frequency 
of awarding during this time. Another assumed reason, though unsubstantiated, is that 
following the period of jealousy in the late-1950s, the Society might have thought that 
awarding more properties would assuage the negative emotions arising from competition. 
This high rate of awarding would never again be exhibited in the award program, making 
the 1960s and 1970s a peculiar era for the Carolopolis Award.  
The sixth interval of the award program (1978-1982) presented 106 awards. From 
the previous interval to this one, the number of awards decreased by -36.53%. Beginning 
in the late-1970s, the Society awards fewer Carolopolis plaques each year. Preservation 
Progress transitions to a period more focused with the nature of the preservation work as 
opposed to the volume of the preservation work.  
The seventh interval of the award program (1983-1987) presented 131 awards. 
From the previous interval to this one, the number of awards increased by 23.6%. The 
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period of “Photo Essays” in Preservation Progress appear during this period, corroborating 
the notion that the Society is more concerned with quality over quantity in respect to 
preservation. Attention is paid more to individual projects, with this period commencing a 
time of unique photograph for each award-winning property in the award bulletin.  
The eighth interval of the award program (1988-1992) presented ninety-seven 
awards. From the previous interval to this one, the number of awards decreased by  
-25.95%. Preservation Progress finds itself in a period of transition here, moving from the 
“Photo Essays” to award bulletins with both photographs and text for each awarded 
property. The newsletter explicates the organization’s intent to use the Carolopolis Award 
as a means of spurring city-wide restoration following Hurricane Hugo in 1989. Between 
a focus on individual projects and the sum of the award program, the Society is re-
interpreting the award program as a sign of individual recognition and of prolific 
preservation in Charleston.  
The ninth interval of the award program (1993-1997) presented ninety-five awards. 
From the previous interval to this one, the number of awards decreased by  
-2.06%. The Society continues to exhibit the award program in its publication as both a 
focus on individual recognition and as a testament to the productive preservation 
movement in Charleston. For instance, the Society begins to mention preservation 
treatments and geographic locations of winners whilst including a to-date summation of 
the award program.  
The tenth interval of the award program (1998-2002) presented sixty-eight awards. 
From the previous interval to this one, the number of awards decreased by  
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-28.42%. The Pro Merito Award is introduced during this time, proving again that the 
Society is not afraid of tweaking the award program.  This period begins a permanent, to 
date, descent in award frequency. Preservation Progress hints that the Society has become 
more critical in its selection of award winners. 
The eleventh interval of the award program (2003-2007) presented fifty-six awards. 
From the previous interval to this one, the number of awards decreased by  
-17.65%. Preservation Progress honors the fiftieth anniversary of the award program 
during this interval. “Carolopolis Issues” are frequent examples of the publication pays 
respect to the advocacy tool. The first Pro Merito awards are presented, though the 
awarding frequency continues to drop. 
The twelfth interval of the award program (2008-2012) presented forty-three 
awards. From the previous interval to this one, the number of awards decreased by -
23.21%. This is a significant down-turn in award recognition. Though not stated in 
Preservation Progress, the award program discontinued recognizing new construction 
efforts from 2010 to 2016. This lack of awarding to new construction might explain the dip 
in total awards during this period in addition to the great recession, housing crisis that put 
a hamper on real estate developments.    
The thirteenth interval of the award program (2013-2017) presented sixty-two 
awards. From the previous interval to this one, the amount of awards increased by 44.19%. 
In 2016, the Society introduces two new awards recognizing excellent preservation in terms 
of compatible infill (new construction) and interiors. These two new awards may explain 
the significant increase in awarding during this time.  
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Repeat Awards and Pro Merito Awards Analysis 
 
Figure 64. The graph charts the amount of second-time, third-time, or Pro Merito awards presented each period of the 
Carolopolis Award Program. (Source: Christopher Gene Tenny). 
About fourteen years after the Carolopolis Award was first presented, some 
properties began to receive a second, or even a third, award. In the examined sixty-five-
years of the Carolopolis Award Program, properties have been awarded a second plaque 
ninety-two times and a third plaque six times. While some intervals record more than a 
dozen second-time awards, no period of five-years contains more than one third-time 
award.  
Over thirty years, or less than half of the Carolopolis Award Program’s history, 
from 1968 to 1997, a significant majority of second-time and third-time awards were 
presented. Respectively, 78.26% of the former and 66.6% of the latter. The tail-end of this 
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era, in the late-1990s, coincides with the Society’s development of an award recognizing 
such persistent preservation, the Pro Merito.  
The Society views all awards equally, except for Pro Meritos. Interestingly, 
Preservation Progress never notes when a property receives a repeat award and when the 
publication provides a count of all awards, no notation of such repeat awards is provided. 
This demonstrates that the Society does not view repeat honors in a different manner than 
one-time honors. 
Starting in the third interval of the Carolopolis Award Program, from 1963-1967, 
two properties received a second award and one of those received a third award.  
The next interval (1968-1972) re-honored four times as many properties, or 
presented eight second-time awards, as the preceding period.  
50% more second awards were presented between 1973 and 1977. During this same 
period, another third-time award was presented.  
In the next period, between 1978 to 1982, eleven second-time awards, or one less 
than the preceding interval, were presented. During this same period, one third-time award 
was presented. 
The next period of the award program (1983-1987) boasts the most second-time 
awards, at eighteen of them. This represents a 63.63% increase in second-time awards. 
During this same period, one third-time award was presented. 
The following period of the award program (1988-1992) presents fourteen second-
time awards, a decrease of -22.22% since the previous period. During this same period, 
one third-time award was presented. 
168
 
 
The next five-year interval of the award program (1993-1997) presents nine second-
time awards, a decrease of 35.76% since the previous period. During this same period, one 
third-time award was presented. 
From 1998-2002, all forms of repeat awards, second-time, third-time, and the Pro 
Merito Award, were presented; respectively, four, one, and five of each were presented. 
The number of second-time award recipients since the previous interval of the award 
program decreased by -55.55% percent; meanwhile the third-time award quantity of one 
did not change. During this interval, the Preservation Society of Charleston introduced the 
Pro Merito Award in 1999 to address instances of continued preservation to previously 
awarded properties that would have merited an additional honor.  
With the introduction of the Pro Merito Award, second-time awards are still 
presented though in decreasing volume. Five Pro Merito Awards and four second-time 
Carolopolis Awards were presented during this time. Those second-time awards received 
another Carolopolis Award instead of a Pro Merito because less than twenty years had 
passed since the awarding of their Carolopolis plaque. During this same period, one third-
time award was presented; this would be the last time a property would receive a 
Carolopolis plaque for a third-time.  
The criteria for nominating and selecting a property for the Pro Merito award is the 
same as for the Carolopolis Award except that twenty years or more must have passed since 
the awarding of a Carolopolis plaque. Since then, twenty-eight already honored properties 
have earned a Pro Merito. 
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Between 2003 and 2007, the Carolopolis Award Program honored seven structures 
with a second-time Carolopolis plaque and five structures with a Pro Merito Award. While 
there is no difference between the quantity of Pro Merito Awards since the previous period 
of the award program, the number of second-time award recipients increased by 75%. 
Between 2008 and 2012, the award program recognized seven structures with a 
second-time Carolopolis plaque and nine structures with a Pro Merito Award. While there 
is no change in quantity of second-time Carolopolis award winners from the previous 
interval to this one, the number of Pro Merito Awards rose 80%. 
In the final interval of the Carolopolis Award Program, the only form of a repeat 
honor presented was the Pro Merito Award, with a tally of nine awards. There is no 
difference between the quantity of Pro Merito Awards presented during this period 
compared to the previous period. It is worth noting that the volume of second-time awards 
has reached zero; the Pro Merito Award has finally achieved its purpose almost twenty 
years after its introduction. Twenty years is oddly the same amount of time required to pass 
after a first Carolopolis Award that a property can be eligible for the Pro Merito. 
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Overall Construction Date 
 
The above graph illustrates the total inventory of construction dates for Carolopolis 
Award-winning structures. This chart does not consider the age of the property at its 
awarding or when the property was awarded the merit, rather it only looks at the number 
of awards given to particular dates of construction.  
This analysis examines the graph in chronological order, from the earliest 
constructed structures to those built in recent years. This analysis presents construction 
dates that are heavily awarded appear as crests and those that are not heavily awarded, or 
comparably so, as troughs.  
This demonstrates that the Charleston preservation movement has favored 
structures from three points in time. The most popular era of construction in the 
preservation movement includes structures from the early nation period, the Antebellum 
period, and the last quarter of the nineteenth century. Interestingly, the early nation period 
and the last quarter of the twentieth century share comparable quantities of preserved 
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structures. By far, the period of construction that is both the most preserved and the longest 
in duration includes structures from Antebellum period. These eras, important to the history 
and community, are significant to the narrative that the Charleston preservation movement 
is conveying to the public. The golden haze of memory through which the preservation 
movement has interpreted its ancestral past foremost involves the time period of plantation 
wealth, patriotism, and post-war reconstruction. The heavy representation in preservation 
highlights these periods’ importance to the preservation movement. As construction dates 
approach these periods, the number of preserved buildings increase and as construction 
dates leave these periods, the number of preserved buildings decrease. 
Preservation Progress does not expound on the award program’s preference for 
these construction periods. However, the newsletter does occasionally give more attention 
to awarded properties from these construction periods. For example, during the 
tricentennial of Charleston, the newsletter discussed saving structures from the colonial 
era.  It would be interesting to compare these favored construction periods to the properties 
that are provided photographs at different times in the newsletter’s history to further 
substantiate how the award program demonstrates and exhibits its preferences. It would 
also be worth comparing these favored construction periods to buildings featured in This 
is Charleston, to assess how the award program’s preferences align with the text. A 
hypothesis would be that until the mid-1970s, the award program agreed with the text, 
considering it determined whether a structure would be pictured in the newsletter on its 
significance in the Samuel G. Stoney work.  
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The Carolopolis Award Program has presented thirteen awards to structures built 
between ca. 1711 to ca. 1730. These are some of the oldest structures in Charleston and the 
earliest the award recognizes. The first decade (1711-1720) during this time is represented 
with six awards while the last decade (1721-1730) is represented with seven awards. These 
thirteen awards, however, comprise just 0.94% of the 1,385 awards. 
Fifty-one awards have been presented to structures built in the next twenty years, 
from ca. 1731 to ca. 1750. These awards represent 3.96% of the total. The first ten years 
(1731-1740) of this period exhibit twenty-three awards with the latter decade (1741-1750) 
boasting twenty-eight awards. In comparison to the preceding period of twenty years of 
construction, this illustrates that structures during this time period are almost four-times 
more recognized for their excellent preservation. 
Following that small peak of awards there is a discernible down turn in award 
representation for structures built between ca. 1751 and ca. 1760. Only sixteen awards, or 
1.1% have been presented to properties built during this decade. 
The quantity of awards increases for properties built during the succeeding twenty 
years. For properties constructed from ca. 1761 to ca. 1780 there are seventy-two awards 
exhibited. These awards, however, reflect 2.6% of the Carolopolis inventory. The first 
decade during this period (1761-1770) bears thirty-five awards and the next decade (1771-
1780) bears thirty-seven awards, illustrating a small but ominous increase. 
 The next decade of construction, ca. 1781 to ca. 1790, is represented in the 
Carolopolis Award Program with sixty awards, a significant climb from the thirty-seven 
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awards presented over double the amount of time immediately preceding this period. These 
awards comprise 4.3% of all Carolopolis awards.  
In the graph, a crest first appears for awards honoring structures built from ca. 1791 
to ca. 1810. A total of 183 awards account for buildings constructed during this period of 
about twenty years, or about 13%, of the awarded properties. This twenty-year construction 
period crest consists of its first decade (1791-1800) of ninety-five awards and its second 
decade (1801-1810) of eighty-eight awards. These two decades, at the tail-end of the first 
century of buildings represented in the Carolopolis Award Program, comprises 46% of the 
awards to properties built from ca. 1711 to 1810. 
Following that crest, the Carolopolis Award Program honors decrease in number 
for properties built during the next twenty-year period, from ca. 1811 to ca. 1830. 133 
awards honor structures built during these two decades, with former (1811-1820) 
representing sixty-nine awards and the latter representing (1821-1830). Together, these 133 
awards represent nearly ten percent (9.6%) of the Carolopolis inventory. 
Up until this point, all the construction periods have been defined by either ten or 
twenty years of patterned representation. The following period of construction spans thirty 
years because it is highly represented among the Carolopolis inventory for three decades. 
This alone demonstrates how numerous the awards are for properties built during this time: 
from ca. 1831 to ca. 1860. The Carolopolis Award Program exhibits 415 awards, or nearly 
30% of all awards, to structures built during that time. The first, second, and third decades 
of this construction period respectively represent 142, 144, and 133 awards. By far, this 
long span of construction (1831-1860) is the most prominent not only in duration of 
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representation but in its quantitative reception of Carolopolis awards. Whereas the first 
century of construction’s (ca. 1711-1810) bulk of representation appears in its final two 
decades (ca.1791-1810), 48.6% of the second century of construction is mostly represented 
during these three decades. 
A few reasons could explain the high popularity of structures from the 1831 to 1860 
period of construction. First, it could mean that this period of construction is the most 
preferred era for the preservation movement in Charleston, or at least that the award 
program favors this era over others. Second, it could mean that property owners have 
treated this period of construction better than others, precluding their demolition by 
neglect. Third, it could mean that this period of construction was the most prolific and has 
left Charleston with a wealth of structures from that time. It is likely that the real reasons 
for the popularity of awarding Antebellum structures is a combination of preference, 
maintenance, and prolific construction, though future studies should analyze this 
hypothesis. 
The next period of construction drops off considerably in representation. 
Containing the years during and immediately after the Civil War, from ca. 1861 to ca. 1870, 
the Carolopolis Award Program has awarded forty-three structures built during this time. 
This only reflects 3.1% of all awards. 
Following the significant trough in awards to structures built in the period during 
and the Civil War, there is another crest illustrated in the graph from ca. 1871 to ca. 1890. 
A total of 169 awards account for buildings constructed during this period of about twenty 
years, or about 12% of the awarded properties. 
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The Carolopolis Award Program has awarded fifty-five awards to buildings erected 
in the succeeding ten years, from ca. 1891 to ca. 1900. These awards reflect under four 
percent 3.9% of all awards. This one-decade period of construction represents the 
beginning of a downward trend in representation for construction periods to come.  
Structures built from ca. 1901 to ca. 1920 represent a total of eighty Carolopolis 
awards or about 6% of all awards. While the first decade (1901-1910) of this period 
continues the declining trend in representation for construction with its count of thirty-eight 
awards, an interesting yet short uptick in representation appears in the second decade of 
construction (1911-1920). Forty-two awards, a small increase from the previous decade, 
honor the excellent preservation of structures erected during this latter decade.  
Despite the previous decade (1811-1820), containing a hopeful, ephemeral increase 
in representation of structures erected during that time, the trend could not be sustained. 
The next decade (1921-1930) illustrates the return of a long decline in Carolopolis Award 
construction period representation. This period of decline elapses over six decades from 
ca. 1921 to ca. 1980, with only forty-nine awards being presented to structures built during 
this time. The first (1921-1930), second (1931-1940), third (1941-1950), fourth (1951-
1960), fifth (1961-1970), and sixth (1971-1980) decades during this period each 
respectively represent fourteen awards, seven awards, ten awards, six awards, six awards, 
and six awards. Together these forty-nine awards comprise 3.5% of all awards. 
An interesting phenomenon appears in the data for structures awarded with 
construction dates between ca. 1981 to ca. 2010. Though not a comparably large peak, this 
hump of awards reflects a shift in the administration of the award towards recognizing 
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more new construction. Respectively the first, second, and third decade of this period bear 
thirteen, seventeen, and fourteen, awards. This totals to forty-four awards or about 3% of 
all awards. 
 
 
 
Correlation Between Award Year and Construction Year 
 
 
The 1,259 structures awarded the Carolopolis Award from 1953 to 2017 are shown 
on the graph. The x-axis and y-axis respectively correlate to the structure’s year of the 
award and the structure’s year of construction. Some points contain multiple structures due 
to sharing both construction year and award year.  
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Blue dots represent a single awarded structure at one coordinate point. Orange dots 
represent two structures at one coordinate point (constructed and awarded at the same 
time). Red dots represent three awarded structures at one coordinate point (constructed and 
awarded at the same time). Yellow dots represent four or more awarded structures at one 
coordinate point (constructed and awarded at the same time).  
In the early 1950s, the graph depicts a set of awarded structures with a broad range 
of construction, spanning two centuries, from the middle of the eighteenth century (1750s) 
to the second quarter of the twentieth century (1940s), with the latter date of construction 
containing two structures. These awarded structures are evenly distributed among this 
range of construction. 
In the late 1950s, older structures received awards than did just half a decade earlier. 
Though, the range of construction dates, 150 years in breadth, is smaller with construction 
dates ranging from the early 1700s to the middle of the nineteenth century (1860s). This 
latter half of the 1950s includes many structures sharing construction and award dates; for 
example, in 1958, there were awarded four structures all built around 1802 and in that same 
year of awarding, two different structures were both built in 1860. This illustrates that in 
the first decade of the Carolopolis Award Program, the awarded structures represented a 
tightening of recognized construction dates. 
This pattern of recognition to a narrow range of construction dates continued into 
the 1960s. During that decade, the majority of awarded structures were built between the 
first quarter of the eighteenth century (1725) to the middle of the nineteenth century (1850). 
With a few outliers constructed in the early twentieth century, the award program honored 
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structures within a range of construction spanning two and a half centuries. A significant 
concentration of orange, red, and yellow dots representing awards to structures erected 
between 1750 and 1850 illustrate the award program’s focus during the mid-to-late 1960s. 
In particular, the graph’s exhibits a preponderance of red and yellow dots (for three and 
four or more structures, respectively) representing awards in the latter half of the 1960s to 
structures constructed in the early part of the nineteenth century. 
The award program’s concentration on awarding structures built in the early 
nineteenth century continues throughout the 1970s as well, as is highlighted by a thick 
linear band of orange, red, and a yellow dots narrowly confined to the mid-nineteenth 
century of construction. The fact that the award program was finely focused on a small 
range of construction dates accentuates this study’s argument that in the early decades of 
the award program, the preservation movement had not yet begun to broaden its scope, in 
this case, respective to the construction date and age of a structure.  
A noticeable array of orange and red dots as well as an agglomeration of blue dots 
represents awards presented during the 1970s that went to structures built in the final 
decades of the nineteenth century. While the bulk of awards during this decade honored 
mid-eighteenth century structures, as the Award Program neared the 1980s, more awards 
than ever before went to structures from post-Civil War and turn of the twentieth century.  
Further proving that the 1970s, especially the latter half of the decade, begins a 
period of broader construction dates represented within the award program are the 
appearance of outliers from the mid-eighteenth century and mid-twentieth century. These 
outliers in the mid-1970s are interesting for representing not singular awards (blue dots), 
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but two awards the same year to structures with like construction dates (orange dots). So, 
while these awarded structures were far from the norm in their age when awarded, they do 
not exist alone and instead exist in tandem with another structure awarded the same year 
and built the same construction year. 
New construction becomes a more regularly awarded phenomenon in the 1980s. 
New construction itself is represented graphically by dots that bear x and y coordinates that 
are nearly identical, for example the linear band of blue, orange, and red dots between the 
Structure’s Construction Date range of 1970 to 1980 (y-axis) and the Year Carolopolis 
Awarded to Structure range 1970 to 1980 (x-axis). As the Year Carolopolis Awarded to 
Structure advances incrementally in years (higher value on the x-axis), new construction 
will also correspondingly be placed higher in the years on the Structure’s Construction 
Date (higher value on the y-axis) as evident by the nearly annual upward progression of 
blue, orange, and red dots. Before the 1980s, new construction was still awarded the 
Carolopolis Award, though at a more sporadic rate.  
The 1980s also does not exhibit the linear band of concentrated awards to structures 
built in the middle of the nineteenth century. Rather, less concentration is evident across 
the decade, demonstrating a further broadening of the construction dates of awarded 
structures. Each dot, especially those representing structures from the same award year and 
construction year are noticeably dispersed compared to the preceding decade. There is also 
a lower quantity of structures themselves awarded the same year with the same construction 
date, indicating that the award program distributed awards during the 1980s across a wider 
range of construction dates with less overlap than before. Among the majority of awards 
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during this middle decade (1980s) of the Carolopolis Award Program timeline, the broader 
range of construction dates spans the 1710s to the 1920s. 
 The next decade, the 1990s, continues the trend of broadening Carolopolis Award 
Program’s recognition of awarded structures in respect to their year of construction. The 
pattern of awarding more newly constructed structures increases, shown by the band of 
those structures being further consistent year-to-year and being colored mostly orange or 
red (representing a multiplicity of structures each year awarded for new construction that 
year). The overall range of the majority of construction dates of awarded structures during 
the 1990s resembles the range of the data set for the 1970s, except the 1990s bears a 
substantially more scattered distribution of construction dates, with more awards to 
structures from the late-nineteenth to the mid-twentieth centuries, and with less awards 
from the eighteenth century. More so than any decade prior, the 1990s awards structures 
built in the early to mid-twentieth century, as a small cluster of blue and orange dots reflect. 
What the 1990s exhibit in scattered dots, the 2000s multiply exponentially. The 
dots representing individual awards appear as individual dots; in few instances in the 2000s 
are the dots connected to each other. This means that the awarded structures were not built 
at times that are very similar, otherwise the dots would be touching.  
The overall range of construction dates for the awarded structures of the 1990s 
substantiates this claim that the award program continues to broaden its scope during the 
decade, with awards almost evenly representing structures built between 1750 and 1950. 
Notably, a higher proportion of awards were presented to structures erected in the first half 
of the twentieth century than any decade to date. The trend of awarding newly built 
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structures was strengthened, with more orange and red dots describing a proclivity towards 
awarding multiple structures each year that were recently erected. 
In the last decade, the trend of awarding new construction slowed significantly; 
only two structures were awarded new construction merits during this time. Between 2010 
and 2016, the Society ceased awarding new construction efforts the Carolopolis Award; in 
2016 the organization introduced a new award (“Compatible New Construction”). While 
new construction has been honored less during the 2010s, the award program remained 
broad in its recognition of structures built at a variety of construction dates, ranging from 
the early 1700s to the middle of the 1900s. Those awarded structures constructed in the 
first half of the twentieth century received, significantly, the highest percentage of the 
awards during that decade, with several structures awarded the same year having been built 
the same year. 
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All Structure’s Ages at Awarding 
 
This visual incorporates two graphs overlaid on each other; a red line graph overlaid 
on the base graph, a scatter plotter with blue, green, grey, and yellow points. 
The base graph is a scatter plot of the 1,259 structures awarded the Carolopolis 
Award between 1953 and 2017 plotted using x and y coordinates respectively 
corresponding to the year of the structure’s awarding and the age of the structure at its year 
of awarding. The age of the structure at its awarding is calculated by subtracting the year 
of its awarding by the year of its construction; for instance, a structure awarded in 2000 
and built in 1900 would have been 100 years old when it received the Carolopolis Award. 
This age (100 years old) is then plotted as the y coordinate and the year of the award is 
plotted as the x coordinate (2000). 
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Blue dots represent a single awarded structure at one coordinate point. Green dots 
represent two structures at one coordinate point (constructed and awarded at the same 
time). Grey dots represent three awarded structures at one coordinate point (constructed 
and awarded at the same time). Yellow dots represent four or more awarded structures at 
one coordinate point (constructed and awarded at the same time).  
The x-axis range is from 1950 to 2020, corresponding to the examined years of the 
Carolopolis Award Program from 1953 to 2017. The y-axis range is from zero to 300 years, 
corresponding to structures that were new (zero years old being the minimum age) to 300 
years old (being the maximum age) when they were awarded the Carolopolis Award.  
Over the sixty-five-years of the Carolopolis Award Program analyzed, there are 
five years without any awards: 1957, 1960, 1961, 1962, and 1963. The graph depicts these 
years as gaps in the award program. 
The trend of the the average annual age of a structure awarding (AAA) is interpreted 
as being planar with a near zero slope throughout the award program timeline. However, 
throughout the award program, the trend of the line is skewing slightly younger. This trend 
is more noticeable from the mid-1960s to the mid-1990s, when the AAA experiences little 
oscillation and any variation is confined to a minimum. From the mid-1990s to the present, 
the AAA is considerably more erratic from year to year, meaning that from year to year, 
there is a higher degree of increase and decrease in the AAA. This exemplifies the award 
program’s expansion of the construction dates because the average age of the awarded 
structures each year are less consistent, while maintaining a broad range of evenly 
distributed construction dates from three centuries.  
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This also represents the personal, human nature of the award program. The award 
program’s influence from nomination process, selection process, and the community’s 
development and preservation explain the higher degree of fluctuation in the award 
program. Perhaps, in the years prior to the mid-1990s, when a lower degree of AAA 
oscillation was exhibited, the award program was administered in more of a vacuum 
between the connected families within the Society and the preservation movement. As 
Charleston’s population has drawn in people from outside the Lowcountry, the Society and 
the preservation movement has lost a portion of its vacuous control and is now feeling more 
of external influence from development, influx, and change such as new construction. 
New construction, or structures that were zero years old (or approximately zero 
years old) when awarded, first appears in 1964. In the late 1960s, a few more new 
construction structures are awarded the Carolopolis Award. The 1970s exhibited about the 
same amount of structures awarded the Carolopolis Award soon after completion of 
construction. In the 1980s, the amount of Carolopolis Awards to buildings recently 
constructed significantly increases in number, with the line of the awards to structures at 
or near zero years of age being nearly full throughout this decade. In the late 1980s, two 
grey dots appear, illustrating instances where three awards the same year went to structures 
built the same year. The early 1990s exhibited a noticeable lapse in new construction 
awards, though awards to young buildings picks back up in the middle of the decade and 
continues without much interruption through the 2000s. There is a significant 
representation of multiple awards to new construction each year, as the majority of dots are 
green (two awards the same year to structures built the same year) or grey (three awards 
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the same year to structures built the same year). In the 2010s, the pace of new construction 
slows down considerably, as only two awards to structures recently built are presented. 
Throughout the entire Carolopolis Award Program timeline, there are no occurrences of 
four more awards presented the same year to new construction. 
Outside of the context of new construction, the majority of awards presented from  
1953 to 2017 honor structures between fifty to 250 years in age. Though, throughout the 
award program’s history, there are patterns of fluctuation and deviation from this norm.  
In the 1950s, the ages of the awarded structures vary considerably from as young 
as about a quarter of a century in age to 250 years old. These ages are quite evenly 
distributed amongst the award inventory during this time, though in the late 1950s the 
awards begin to cluster more around structures 100 to 200 years old. During the 1950s, 
there are about four instances where two awards were presented the same year to structures 
built the same year; these were presented to a variety of aged structures, including twenty-
five years old, about 100 years old, and around 160 years old. 
     In the 1960s, the Carolopolis Award Program honored a much higher quantity of 
structures and the distribution of the ages of the awarded structures correspondingly 
exploded. The first year of the 1960s in the award timeline, 1964, is noteworthy for it 
representing a single award: new construction. The majority of the awards during the 
decade, though, honor structures fifty to 250 years old. A significant concentration of 
awards represented buildings between 100 to 200 years old, demonstrated by the green, 
grey, and yellow dots which represent two, three, or four or more awards, respectively, 
presented the same year to structures built the same year.  
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In the 1970s, a significant concentration of awards honored structures between 100 
to 200 years old. This decade, though, included much more awards to structures less than 
100 years old, as evidenced by a significantly larger cluster of blue, green, and grey dots 
between the fifty to 100-year-old range. This shifted focus towards younger structures may 
explain, too, the shifted focus away from structures older than 200 years old. In the 1970s, 
there was a significant lack of awards to buildings older than two centuries, compared to 
the previous decade of awards.  
The 1980s, however, rectify this lapse of awards to structures older than 200 years 
old, and at a varied, broad array of ages above two centuries old. Most of the awarded 
structures during the 1980s, though, remained within the 100 to 250-year-old range. In 
comparison to the previous decades, there is also less awards of the same year to structures 
of the same age, indicating that the award program broadened and dispersed the awards 
wider within the 100 to 200-year-old range, without awarding similar aged structures the 
same year as much.  
     The 1990s continue these trends, especially the expansion and dispersal of the 
represented ages of awarded structures. While not awarding many structures older than two 
centuries in age, the award program shifts its focus towards younger properties. This is 
especially observed towards the end of the 1990s, when there is a gap of awards to 
structures older than 150 years old. During this time, the Carolopolis Award Program, as 
discussed earlier, honored a significant share of newly constructed buildings. The majority 
of the awards during the decade were presented to structures of a younger age than ever 
before, with most awards reflecting structures 100 to 200 years in age. As well, the majority 
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of those awards presented the same year to structures built the same year also shifted 
towards younger structures, with a high concentration of green dots less than 100 years old. 
     Where the 1990s continued the trend of expanding the ages represented in the 
Carolopolis Award Program, the 2000s furthered the trend of broadening the dispersal of 
the ages across a wide, even distribution. In comparison to all preceding decades, the 2000s 
exhibited a much more uniform scattering of the ages of awarded structures. Previous 
decades bore much more discernible concentrations of ages. In the 2000s, the majority of 
awards honored buildings between fifty to 250 years old, with little noticeable preference 
to any single era during that range. Furthermore, the aforesaid majority of ages closely 
approaches the band of new construction at 0 years old, underscoring the notion that this 
decade considerably broadened its awarding of structures of all ages. 
The 2010s likewise sustained the trend of broadening the award program’s 
inventory to a more uniform dispersal of ages. To date, the 2010s exhibited the largest 
breadth of age, with structures as old as 300 years old to as young as 0 years old, though 
this decade contained far fewer awards to new construction. A commonality between both 
the 2000s and 2010s, that distinguishes both decades from the Carolopolis Award Program 
during the twentieth century is a noticeable decrease in the amount of awards presented the 
same year to structures built the same year, represented by either green, grey, or yellow 
dots.   
The red overlaid line graph tracks the annual average age (AAA) of the awarded 
structures at a given award year during the examined history of the Carolopolis Award 
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Program, from 1953 to 2017. This line graph is understood to represent the “central 
tendency” of the ages of awarded structures at a particular year of awarding. 
A significant outlier exhibited at 1964 must be explained. 1964 presented a single 
award. This one award was new construction and in turn negatively skews the mean 
(average) of the set of AAAs more than two years younger if it is included in the set of all 
AAAs from 1953 to 2017. A more appropriate mean may be calculated by omitting the 
significant outlier at 1964. The mean AAA with the outlier included is 130.78 years old. 
Without the AAA included, the mean jumps to around 133 years old. 
The overall central tendency of the ages of awarded structures from 1953 to 2017 
is surprisingly linear with a slope near 0 and a y value is between 131 to 133 years old. The 
red line itself, overtime, generally conforms to a y value near 131 to 133 years old, though 
at times it fluctuates substantially.  
As the Carolopolis Award Program timeline advances year to year, the awards at 
each subsequent year include a broader and broader array of ages of the awarded structures. 
If the awards were presented to only structures from the recent past, then the AAA line 
would be tangential to younger building ages or approaching zero. If the awards were 
presented to only structures from a certain period of construction, then as time moves 
forward the AAA line would incrementally increase as the age of buildings from that 
particular period rose. By the AAA line neither increasing nor approaching 0, the 
hypothesis that a broader range of structural ages is awarded each year is corroborated. 
Plainly, the more recent years, on average, have not presented a larger quantity of older or 
younger structures compared to the earlier years of the award program. 
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Though the central tendency of the annual average age of awarded structures is 
generally linear with zero slope, there is still a substantial degree of increasing variation 
from year to year as the timeline of the Carolopolis Award Program advances from 1953 
to 2017. For instance, in the 1960s (except for the significant outlier at 1964), each yearly 
AAA is approximately similar. In the 1970s, the difference between each year’s AAA 
increases minimally. In the 1980s, the difference between each year’s AAA is more 
pronounced, especially towards the middle of the decade. In the 1990s, this variation 
generally settles back to normalcy around the central tendency, except for an unusually 
depressed AAA around the latter half of the 1990s. Starting in the 2000s, the AAA from 
year to year varies considerably, undulating around the central tendency but with a large 
increase and decrease of AAA between years. This pattern of heightened unpredictability 
escalates in the 2010s, though the AAA line itself still fluctuates around the overall central 
tendency of 133 years of age. 
Architectural Category Analysis 
 
Analyzing the distribution of each architectural style over time as a percentage of 
the entire set of awards during an interval of the Carolopolis Award Program can reveal 
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how the inventory of the awards has expanded to include a wider range of architectural 
types at a more. 
“Colonial” architecture is awarded the Carolopolis Award throughout the award 
program’s history, representing 10.29% of all awards. Over time its share of the award 
during each interval has decreased during more than half the program’s sixty-five-years. 
Interestingly, while the style has experienced a number of periods of decline, its few 
periods of increased representation, on average, amount for a larger change, however not 
enough to revive the style to its former levels of one-fifth of the awarded structures. From 
its heyday in the beginning of the award program at 20% of the awards during the first 
decade it declined to a representation of less than 7% of the awards in the last five years 
(2013-2017). Its most significant decline, -53%, occurred between 1968-1972 and 1973-
1977. At its lowest, from 1988 to 1992, “Colonial” architecture represented 3.09% of the 
awards. Its greatest percent change from period-to-period would follow, with a 
considerable increase from that period to 104.21%. Since the mid-1970s, “Colonial” 
architecture has represented less than 10% the awards.  
“Federal” architecture is awarded the Carolopolis Award throughout the award 
program’s history, representing 24.82% of all awards. The architectural category however, 
has fluctuated during the last sixty-five-years of the award program, with percentage 
changes from interval to interval varying from -72% to 63%. This illustrates that the style 
had significant transitions of incline and decline in award recognition.  
Between 1953 and 1957, the style reflected 40% of the awards. During the next five 
years, it comprised more than half of the awards at 56%.  During the early 1960s to 1970s, 
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the style represented 32.70%. From 1973 to 1988, the style represented more than 25.47%. 
During the next two decades, it represented 13.78%. Between 2008 and 2012, it enjoyed a 
come-back, its largest rise ever of 62.79%, comprising 23.26% of the awards during that 
time. However, true to its fluctuating nature in award representation, “Federal” architecture 
only amounted to 6.45% of the awards in the last five-year period, from 2013 to 2017, 
showing that the award program’s recognition of the style has dropped considerably in 
recent years. In place of “Federal” architecture, more recent styles are claiming more 
awards, helping the award program expand its variety and range of architectural categories. 
“Revival” architecture is consistently the most popular architectural category 
throughout the award program timeline, demonstrating that the preservation movement, or 
at least the award program, has neither increased or decreased its preference of this style 
category since the award was first presented. “Revival” architectural is awarded the 
Carolopolis Award throughout the award program’s history, averaging more than 37.2%. 
Save for a small share, 10%, of the awards during the period from 1953 to 1957, “Revival” 
architecture from 1958 to 2017 represented as low as 24% between 1958 to 1962 to 47.9% 
in the mid-1970s. Between 1963 and 1997, the style represented 43.55% of the awards; in 
the last twenty years, it has decreased to 36.18% of the awards. Overall, the apportionment 
of awards to structures classified as “Revival” architecture has been extraordinarily 
consistent, at about 40% of the awards, each period of five years of the Carolopolis Award 
Program since 1963. Throughout the entire timeline of the award program, “Revival” 
architecture is the most popular awarded category of architecture.  
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 “Turn of the Twentieth Century” architecture represents 17.4% of the awards over 
the sixty-five-year period of the Carolopolis Award Program examined. In the first decade, 
though, no awards recognize the style.  It has steadily risen from less than five percent of 
the awards when the award program first honored it in the mid-1960s, to 41.94% in the last 
five years of the program examined. This steady climb in representation for “Turn of the 
Twentieth Century” architecture is perhaps the most efficient rise of any style within the 
Carolopolis Award Program. During the second decade of the award program, it accounted 
for just 5.36% of the awards. In the third decade of the award, the style represented 17.82% 
of the awards, reflecting about a whopping 183.35% increase from the beginning to end of 
the decade. In the mid-1980s, it fell to a portion of 12.98% of the awards. Between the late 
1980s and late 2000s, “Turn of the Twentieth Century” architecture averaged 23.1% of the 
awards. In the last decade of the award program examined, it has risen from that share in 
the 20th percentile, to a share of 41.94% in the last five years examined. This accounts for 
a substantial percent increase of almost 100% over the last decade.  
Compared to the other architectural categories, “Turn of the Twentieth Century” 
architecture represents a definitive expansion of the award program’s represented 
architecture. The style category has been persistent in increasing its award recognition 
since it first appeared in the mid-1960s. The style’s late representation in the award 
program conforms to the national preservation movement’s mid-twentieth century interest 
in such architecture, as architectural scholar Hitchcock defended Victorian and 
Richardsonian architecture. 
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“Colonial Revival” architecture was the most popular style awarded in the first 
period, but since then has barely received recognition. This shift in preference from this 
style to others, such as “Turn of the Twentieth Century” reflects a broadening of the award 
program’s architectural scope. “Colonial Revival” averaged 4.5% of all awards, appearing 
in eleven of thirteen Carolopolis periods.  
It does not appear the award program between 1958 to 1962 or 2008 to 2012. After 
representing a significant 30% of the awards in the beginning of the award program, it has 
accounted for just 2.38% of the awards since the late 1950s. In the early 1970s, it 
represented barely 0.6%, though since 1993 has periodically represented about 5% during 
three non-consecutive five year intervals. For instance, from 1993 to 1997 it comprised 
5.26% of the awards, though in the next five years accounted for 1.47%, and then returned 
to 5.36% of the awards between 2003 to 2007. Then in the next five years it is not 
represented in any of the awards but returns at below five percent 4.84% in the last interval, 
from 2013 to 2017.  
It is not known why this architectural category declined so much in award 
recognition; it could be that the style was so popular nearly all examples of it were awarded 
in the early years of the award program. It could be that Charleston never produced many 
examples of “Colonial Revival” architecture and that the sample size to award was never 
great; this possibility is less likely because Charleston admires architecture that is 
harmonious and pays respect to its historic context, such as “Colonial Revival.” It could 
also be that from the 1960s to the present, the style of “Colonial Revival” is decreasingly 
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less in fashion with less construction and less preservation of the type. This possibility 
might be the most true but should undergo further analysis. 
“Modern” architecture represents 5.79% of the awards over the examined sixty-
five-year period of the Carolopolis Award Program. It does not share any of the awards, 
though, for the first fifteen years of the program, from 1953 to 1967. When “Modern” 
architecture is first exhibited in the award inventory, from 1968 to 1972, it bore just 0.59% 
of the awards during that time. In the next five years, from 1973 to 1977, it represented 
1.8% of the structures awards, a 204% increase from the previous period. In the next period, 
1978-1982, the style reflected 3.77% of the awarded structures, demonstrating a rise from 
period-to-period of more than 110%. The style again rose between the next five years to 
6.87% in the period from 1983-1987, demonstrating a rise of 82%. Through these three 
periods, from the early 1970s to the late 1980s, the “Modern” architecture category rose 
significantly, but would fluctuate more in the periods following. In 1988 to 1992, the style 
represented just 3% of the awards, a fall of almost 55% from the last period. The next five 
years, from 1993 to 1997, it rose a considerable 274%, back to a share of 11.58% of the 
awards during that time. In the decade from 1998 to 2007, the style consistently represented 
about 19% of the awarded structures, a 65% increase. Yet, these high-apportioned shares 
of the architectural styles awarded has not been sustained in the last decade, from 2008 to 
2017. During that time, the first five years of the decade, the style fell a significant -88% 
but then rose during the latter half of the decade 177%. This illustrates that “Modern” 
architecture, while it experienced a rush of ever-increasing representation from the early 
1970s to the early 1980s, the style had peaked in its representation of almost one-fifth of 
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the awarded structures in the late 1990s to mid-200s. Since then, it has experienced a 
notable fluctuation in its representation that will be interesting to observe as the Carolopolis 
Award Program continues. 
“Modern” architecture represents more architectural expansion in the award 
program. Save for a peculiar decline in awarding in the late-2000s, the style category had 
been persistent in increasing its award recognition since it first appeared in the mid-1960s. 
The style’s late representation in the award program conforms to the national preservation 
movement’s more recent interest in preserving structures from the mid-twentieth century 
styles of architecture. The large increase in representation of this architectural category and 
“Turn of the Twentieth Century” architecture coupled with decreases in representation of 
“Colonial,” “Federal,” and “Colonial Revival,” shows that the award program had 
broadened its scope of architectural inclusion in terms of variety and range. 
Degree of Style Analysis 
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This graph charts the percentage of each degree of architectural style (low, 
intermediate, and high) exhibited in Carolopolis-award winning structures from the 
beginning of the award in 1953 to 2017. 
Between 1953 and 1957, there were respectively one, four, and five low, 
intermediate, and high style properties awarded. This means that of the recognized set of 
properties a paltry 10% were low style, 40% were intermediate style and 50% of all award 
winners were high style. 
Between 1958 and 1962, there were respectively seven, four, and fourteen, low, 
intermediate, and high style properties awarded. This correlates to respective ratios of 28%, 
16%, and 56% for the recognition of low, intermediate, and high style structures. These 
percentages changed from the previous interval (1953-1957) separately 180%, -60%, and 
12% for low, intermediate, and high style. 
Between 1963 and 1967, there were respectively thirty-one, twenty-nine, and one 
hundred and twenty-seven, low, intermediate, and high style properties awarded. This 
amounts to respective ratios of 16.6%, 15.5%, and 67.9% for the recognition of low, 
intermediate, and high style structures. These percentages changed from the previous 
period (1958-1962) respectively -40%, -3%, and 68% for low, intermediate, and high style. 
During the period between 1968 and 1972, there were respectively fifty, eighty-
one, and 207, low, intermediate, and high style properties awarded. This represents 
corresponding ratios of 14.8%, 24%, and 61.2% for the awarding of low, intermediate, and 
high style structures. These percentages changed from the preceding interval (1963-1967) 
respectively -10.84%, 54.84%, and -9.87% for low, intermediate, and high style. 
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Between 1973 and 1977, there were respectively twenty-four, forty-two, and 101, 
low, intermediate, and high style properties awarded. This illustrates respective ratios of 
almost 14.4%, 25.1%, and 60.5% for the recognition of low, intermediate, and high style 
structures. These ratios changed from the previous period (1968-1972) separately -2.7%, 
4.56%, and -1.14% for low, intermediate, and high style. 
From 1978 to 1982, there were respectively thirty-two, twenty-six, and forty-eight, 
low, intermediate, and high style structures awarded. This represents respective ratios of 
30.2%, 24.5%, and 45.3% for the awarded low, intermediate, and high style properties. 
These percentages correspondingly changed from the preceding interval (1973-1977) 
109.72%, -2.39%, and -25.12% for low, intermediate, and high style. 
During the period of 1983 to 1987, there were twenty-five low style, twenty-six 
intermediate style, and eighty high style structures recognized. This amounts to respective 
percentages of 19.1%, 19.8%, and 61.1% for the awarded low, intermediate, and high style 
structures. These percentages each changed from the foregoing period (1978-1982) -
36.75%, -19.18%, and 34.88% for low, intermediate, and high style. 
Between 1988 to 1992, there were twenty-two low style, twenty-six intermediate 
style, and forty-nine high style structures awarded. These quantities each represent 22.7%, 
26.8%, and 50.5% for low, intermediate, and high style. These ratios altered from the 
previous interval (1983-1987) 18.85%, 35.35%, and -17.35% for low, intermediate, and 
high style. 
Between 1993 to 1997, there were twenty-one, sixteen, and fifty-eight awards 
conferred upon low, intermediate, and high style structures, respectively. These amounts 
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represent corresponding ratios of 22.1%, 16.8%, and 61.1% for low, intermediate, and high 
style structures. These percentages respectively changed from the preceding period (1988-
1992) -2.64%, -37.31%, and 20.99% for low, intermediate, and high style structures. 
From 1998 to 2002, there were fourteen low style, twenty intermediate style, and 
thirty-four high style properties awarded. These quantities can be described individually as 
20.6% low style, 29.4% intermediate style, and 50% high style. The rate of change from 
the last interval (1993-1997) for these separate percentages can be explained as  
-6.79% for low style, 75% for intermediate style, and -18.17% for high style. 
During the period of 2003 to 2007, there were fourteen low style winners, seven 
intermediate style winners, and thirty-five high style winners. These amounts of winners 
separately constitute 25%, 12.5%, and 62.5% for low, intermediate, and high style. These 
percentages respectively changed from the previous interval (1998-2002), 21.36%,  
-57.48, and 25% for low, intermediate, and high style. 
From 2008 to 2012, there were thirteen, nine, and twenty-one respective low, 
intermediate, and high style winners. These groupings individually comprise thirty and 
30.2%, 20.9%, and 48.8% for low, intermediate, and high style. The rate of change for low, 
intermediate, and high style awarded properties since the foregoing period (2003-2007) is 
respectively 20.8%, 67.2%, and -21.92%. 
For the final period analyzed of the Carolopolis Award Program, from 2013 to 
2017, there were eighteen low style winners, seventeen intermediate winners, and twenty-
seven high style winners. These allotments of winners represent respectively 29%, 27.4%, 
and 43.5% shares of low, intermediate, and high style. The rate of change for low, 
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intermediate, and high style awarded structures from the penultimate period (2008-2012) 
to this ultimate series is respectively -3.98%, 31.1%, and -10.86%. 
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Geographic Analysis 
 
Figure 65. 1953-2017 Carolopolis Map at 2-mile scale. 
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 From 1953 to 2017, the geographic expansion of the Carolopolis Award 
Program was pronounced. In the 1990s, Preservation Progress started recording the 
geographic locations of the award winners. In the middle of the decade, the Society’s 
President even called into question the geographic boundaries of the Society, proving that 
the organization desired to expand its geographic scope. Generally, there has been a 
consistent move northward up the peninsula. There has been some movement to the east 
and the west, but most of the awards in these directions are outliers. Though eastward and 
westward award recognition is a habitual occurrence that is a character defining feature 
of the award program.  
From 1953 to the mid-1970s, the award program predominantly recognized 
residential structures. Clusters of awards around historic neighborhoods, such as 
Ansonborough and Harleston Village, substantiate this pattern. Since the 1980s, the 
award program has shifted to include commercial districts, a pattern that has increased to 
the present. The lack of any awards around the City Market until the late-1970s and a 
comparably weak representation of awards in the business district substantiates this 
pattern. Whereas awards moved further north, the commercial properties at equally 
northern latitudes were award later than their residential counterparts. 
 However, the present award program has reversed this trend. Today, awards are 
concentrated in commercial areas, such as North Morrison and Upper King. There is also 
less of a stretch in award representation along the east and western edge of the city, with 
most awards in recent years spanning a relatively thinner band of awarded structures 
around Meeting and King Streets.  
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Meanwhile, geographic outliers in the award program have significantly expanded 
with there being more of them and at further distances from the majority of awards. This 
trend is likely to continue as no deviation from this pattern has been observed since the 
award program began.  
 
Figure 66. Carolopolis Map Legend. 
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The first five-year 
interval of the Carolopolis 
Award Program (1953-1957) 
covered an area of about one-
fifth (0.19) of a square mile. This 
period contains ten locations that 
are north of Tradd Street, south 
of George Street, east of 
Archdale Street and west of State 
Street. More than half of the sites 
are around Broad, Chalmers, 
Church, and Tradd Streets, 
approximately the area of the French Quarter neighborhood. There is a cluster of three 
properties along Bedon’s Alley in Charlestowne. Three outliers exist with one at 37 Hasell 
Street, 21 Archdale Street, and 313 King Street; each outlier is only about a third of a mile 
away from another point. 
Figure 67. Carolopolos Map at 2 mile scale.. 
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The next five 
years of the award 
program (1958-1962), 
awarding twenty-five 
structures structures, 
covered an area of 0.38 
square miles. That is 
double the size of the 
preceding period of the 
program. The award 
represented territory had 
the same approximate southern and 
eastern limits, with newly covered territory moving north-east into Ansonborough and 
north-west into the area around the College of Charleston. 
The boundaries for this set of twenty-five awards are north of 44 Meeting Street, 
south of 329 East Bay Street, east of 13 and 18 Pitt Street and 18 Montagu Street, and west 
of 1 Tradd Street. Significantly, almost half of the twenty-five awards are to properties 
around Chalmers, Church, and State Streets, covering an area less than 0.01 square miles. 
About a fifth of the properties are around Tradd and Meeting Streets. Three properties each 
are around Ansonborough and Harleston Village.  
Figure 68. Carolopolis 1958-1962 at 0.6 mile scale. 
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The next five years of 
the award program (1963-
1967) presented 109 awards, 
with the majority of awards 
covering an area of 1.18 
square miles. This amounts 
to almost a quadruple 
increase in awarded territory 
since the previous period. 
These honors stretched 
across the peninsula south of 
Calhoun Street, with only ten 
north of the thoroughfare. 
The majority of awards during this period lie within a region north of 2 South Battery, 
south of 179 Rutledge Avenue, east of 42 Gadsden, and west of 9 Mid-Atlantic Wharf.  
Two adjacent outliers are exhibited at 2 Amherst Street and 635 East Bay Street. 
These outliers, though, are not far from the majority of the awards during this period, being 
only four-fifths of a mile from the nearest awarded structure within the concentration of 
awards.  
Within the majority of awarded structures, eight awards north of Calhoun Street 
covered an area of 0.05 square miles around Vanderhorst Street. Including the outliers of 
this period, this is the first instance with awards representing properties north of Calhoun 
Figure 69. Carolopolis 1963-1967 at 0.6 mile scale. 
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Street. About half of all awards went to properties south of Broad Street. Structures around 
Harleston Village and Ansonborough each received under a quarter of the awards. There 
is a noticeable lack of awards to the area around the City Market.  
The Carolopolis Award Program from 1968 to 1972 included 338 properties. The 
majority of awards during this interval geographically represent a slightly larger area, an 
increase of 18%, compared to the previous period, with most awards during this time 
covering an area of 1.4 square miles.  
 
Figure 70. Carolopolis 1963-1967 at 1-mile scale. 
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Three outlying awarded structures (266 St. Margaret Street, 635 East Bay Street, 
and 1500 Old Towne Road), though, did expand the award program’s geographic breadth 
between 1968 to 1972. 635 East Bay Street is under a half mile (0.41 miles) from the 
nearest point within the majority of awards from this period, while 266 St. Margaret Street 
and 1500 Old Towne Road are respectively about 1.5 miles and two miles, as the crow 
flies, from the nearest point within the majority of awarded locations from this period.  
Most of the awards cover an area north of South Battery, south of 456 King Street, 
east of 17 Lockwood Drive, and west of 12 ½ Exchange Street. More than half of all awards 
went to properties south of Broad Street, with Tradd, Legare, South Battery, East Battery 
streets and areas around the Vendue and wharves receiving many of the awards. There is a 
significant distribution of awards, about 40% of the honors represented the area south of 
Calhoun Street and north of the parallel along Beaufain and Hasell Streets. This covers the 
neighborhoods of Ansonborough and Harleston Village, both claiming a considerable 
amount of awards compared to previous intervals. Like the previous interval of the 
Carolopolis Award Program, less than ten awards went to sites north of Calhoun Street and 
awards had yet to honor the area near the City Market and the alleys and streets west of it, 
such as Princess, Jacob’s, and Clifford and Magazine Street. 
The next five years of the Carolopolis Award Program (1973-1977) distributed the 
majority of the awards across an area of 1.4 square miles. The majority of the awards exist 
north of South Battery, south of 185 Rutledge Avenue or 10 Judith Street, east of 30 
Rutledge Avenue or 104 Ashley Avenue, and west of 225 East Bay Street. Without 
accounting for outliers, there was no geographic expansion from the last period of the 
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award program. One outlier is exhibited at 325 Country Club Drive, almost two miles 
south-west across the Charleston Harbor from South Battery.      
 
Figure 71. Carolopolis 1973-1977 at 0.6 mile scale. 
During this time, Harleston Village and the College of Charleston received more 
than a quarter of the awards; the densest concentration of awards during this time existed 
here. About a quarter of the awards also went to structures south of Broad Street, with 
almost every street in this neighborhood represented in the award program for the first time. 
Properties around Ansonborough received about a fifth of the awards, with almost every 
street in this neighborhood represented in the award program for the first time. Nearly a 
fifth of the awards were presented to structures near Market and Church Street, finally 
presenting awards to the former previously yet honored area. 
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The next five years of the Carolopolis Award Program (1978-1982) distributed the 
majority of the awards across an area of 1.4 square miles, reflecting no change in the size 
of the awarded territory albeit with some shift in territory represented. During this interval, 
no significant geographic outlier was exhibited. These awards lie within a region north of 
28 South Battery, south of 2 Amherst Street or 200 Rutledge Avenue, east of 12 Gadsden 
Street, and west of 2 Cumberland Street.  
 
Figure 72. Carolopolis 1978-1982 at 0.6 mile scale. 
The awards moved gradually northward up the peninsula east and west of King 
Street, with Mazyck-Wraggborough and Radcliffborough each garnering about ten honors. 
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Notably the area of King Street within this same latitude did not receive any awards during 
this time. The northern most award on King Street (295 King Street) is near the intersection 
of Society Street, about six or seven blocks south of the aforesaid neighborhoods.  
With the awards moving up the peninsula, a noticeable yet small decline in awards 
honor properties south of Broad Street. More awards, in turn, were presented to sites around 
the French Quarter, Ansonborough, and Harleston Village, with an especially significant 
increase of award representation around the City Market. One award honored a site, though 
a repeat winner, in the East Side neighborhood.  
The next period of the Carolopolis Award Program (1983-1987) presented the 
majority of awards to sites covering an area of 1.2 square miles, reflecting a decrease in 
territorial size represented of -14.28%. The majority of award sites exist within a region 
north of 52 Murray Boulevard, south of 198 Rutledge Avenue, east of 187 Wentworth, and 
west of 198 East Bay Street. Compared to the previous five-year span of awards, the 
geographic distribution of awards did not change proportionately except for an increased 
representation of awards, four, around Upper King Street. There was just one outlier site, 
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59 Hanover Street, that is only a half mile from the nearest point within the majority of 
awarded properties at 28 
Chapel Street.  
The next period 
of the Carolopolis Award 
Program (1988-1992) 
presented the majority of 
awards to an area of 1.73 
square miles, reflecting a 
significant increase in the 
majority of awarded area 
of 41.8%. The majority 
of awards from 1988 to 1992 were presented to structures north of 62 Murray Boulevard 
and 32 South Battery, south of 106 Columbus Street, east of 152 Cannon Street, and west 
of 26 Vendue Range and 59 Columbus Street. 
Figure 73. Carolopolis 1983-1987 at 0.6 mile scale. 
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Figure 74. Carolopolis 1988-1992 at 0.6 mile scale. 
There are three outlier sites (266 St. Margaret Street, 67 Moultrie Street, and 24 
Cooper Street). 24 Cooper Street is barely an outlier at .2 miles as the crow flies from the 
nearest point within the majority of the awards, though it still is geographically separate. 
266 St. Margaret Street and 67 Moultrie Street, though, are much further from the rest of 
the awards during this time, respectively 1.2 miles and .75 miles from the majority of their 
contemporary awards.  
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Of all of the awards, about a dozen of awards recognize structures near Mazyck-
Wraggborough. Four awards recognize structures in Ansonborough. Three awards 
recognized structures in the Eastside. There are two awarded structures each on Spring and 
Cannon Streets. More than a dozen awarded structures exist around Harleston Village. 
Three awards recognize structures west of Ashley Avenue, north of Calhoun Street. There 
are about a half dozen on Upper King Street. The largest cluster of awards, about fifteen, 
is exhibited around Radcliffe Street, with many between Morris and Vanderhorst Streets. 
The only properties awarded north of the Crosstown were the two aforesaid outliers. The 
area around the Medical University of South Carolina (MUSC) was awarded about four 
awards, the first occurence of Carolopolis honors ever to this area. 
The next five years of the Carolopolis Award Program (1993-1997) distributed the 
majority of the awards within an area of 2.57 square miles. This represents a geographic 
increase, without outliers, of about 50%. Two outliers exist at 70 Cunnington Avenue, one 
mile from the nearest point at the William Enston Home at 900 King Street and at a newly 
constructed memorial library built near Drayton Hall, close to nine miles away from the 
nearest point among the majority of awarded properties. The majority of awarded 
properties are situated north of 67 South Battery, south of Huger Street and Murray Drive, 
east of 17 Lockwood Drive, and west of 1 Charlotte Street. 
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Figure 75. Carolopolis 1993-1997 at 0.6 mile scale. 
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While no awards during this 
time were presented to the area 
directly within the College of 
Charleston, the distribution of awards 
remained broad, with about a half 
dozen awards presented to the area 
around MUSC, though only one west 
of Ashley Avenue. Three awards 
recognized structures in the Eastside with an additional three to five honoring buildings 
in Mazyck-Wraggborough. Four awards recognize the area around Ansonborough. There 
were twelve honored structures each near Cannonborough and the area around Rutledge 
Avenue north of Calhoun Street. Approximately two awards are exhibited around the 
Hampton Terrace neighborhood, reflecting the awards first representation in this area. 
The next five years of the Carolopolis Award Program (1998-2002) distributed the 
majority of the awards across an area of 2.35 square miles, reflecting a small decrease of -
8.5% since the previous period. The majority of the awards exist north of 4 King Street, 
Figure 76. Carolopolis 1993-1997 at 2-mile scale. 
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south of 360 Fishburne Street, east of 3 Chisholm Street, and west of 100 Aquarium Wharf. 
 
Figure 77. Carolopolis 1998-2002 at 1-mile scale. 
Two outliers are exhibited during this period at 1316 Rutledge Avenue and 1478 
Savannah Highway, respectively 1.3 miles and 2.55 miles as the crow flies from the nearest 
point within the majority of the awards. Of all the awards, none represented the areas 
around Hampton Terrace and MUSC, two regions that were only recently represented for 
the first time. However, a significant portion of the awards, approximately 50% of the 
awards, represented the peninsula north of Calhoun Street and south of the Crosstown. Of 
these northern winners, an estimated twenty structures west of King Street and north of 
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Calhoun were awarded, with a substantial number represented along Upper King Street. 
Less than half a dozen structures around Wraggborough received awards, illustrating the 
same representation in that area for at least the past decade. A considerable decline in 
representation appeared in the South of Broad neighborhood, with it receiving only 10 to 
20% of the awards. 
The next five years of the 
Carolopolis Award Program (2003-
2007) distributed the majority of the 
awards across an area of three-
square miles! This only reflected a 
28% increase in awarded territory 
from the previous interval but does 
demonstrate a significant scattering 
of awards across the peninsula, from 
the Cooper to the Ashley River, 
south of the Crosstown, with a few 
awards stretching north of the 
highway. The majority of the awards 
during this time represented 
structures north of 20 Church Street, south of 3 Elmwood Avenue, east of 250 Savannah 
Highway, and west of 186 East Bay Street.   
Figure 78. Carolopolis 2003-2007 at 0.6 mile scale. 
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The three outliers during this 
time geographically stretch the award 
program considerably. Cedar Hill 
Plantation in Cainhoy is more than 
eighteen miles from the nearest 
structure awarded the Carolopolis 
during this interval. 1500 Oldtowne 
Road, much closer, is still more than 
two miles as the crow flies from the 
nearest award during these five years. 
And the closest outlier to the majority of 
awards, 1144 King Street, is still more 
than a mile away from the remainder lot of the honored structures. 
Of all the structures awarded the Carolopolis between 2003 and 2007, there is a 
uniform distribution of the awards from South of Broad to south of the Crosstown, though 
with much less recognition of structures in Ansonborough. A cluster of awards, though, is 
exhibited along Spring Street with nearly a dozen awarded structures represented near 
there. The Eastside, an area previously awarded one or two structures, approached a half 
dozen awards during this time. More than a dozen awards represented the neighborhoods 
of Cannonborough to Radcliffeborough.  
The next five years of the Carolopolis Award Program (2008-2012) distributed the 
majority of the awards across an area of 2.57 square miles, reverting back to the size of the 
Figure 79. Carolopolis 2003-2007 at 4-mile scale. 
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awarded territory between 1998 to 
2002. The majority of the awards 
during this time were uniformly 
distributed across the peninsula, 
though with less of a stretch east 
and west. The majority of the 
awards represented structures north 
of 18 Lamboll Street, south of 463 
Huger Street, east of 31 Parkwood 
Avenue, and west of 4 Amherst 
Street.  
Four outliers are exhibited during this 
time, with three of them being off the 
Charleston peninsula. The furthest outlier 
from the majority of awards during these five 
years is on Sol Legare Street, 6.5 miles from 
the nearest award within the majority of 
awards during this period. Both McLeod 
Plantation and Fort Johnson, two other 
outliers, are equally 2.4 miles from the nearest 
awarded structure within the majority of 
awards during this time. 1 Cool Blow, the 
Figure 80. Carolopolis 2008-2012 at 1-mile scale. 
Figure 81. Carolopolis 2008-2012 at 2-mile scale. 
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only outlier on the peninsula, is more than half a mile from the nearest awarded structure 
within the majority of awards during these five years. 
During these five years, more properties around the Hampton Terrace 
neighborhood received awards. Upper King Street also increased its portion of the award 
representation, with an estimated four honors and about a half dozen more awards to its 
west, south of the Crosstown and north of Calhoun Street. The Eastside neighborhood also 
continued its representation in the award program, with about three awarded structures. 
The remainder of the peninsula south of Calhoun Street did not receive a significant share 
of the awards, instead these areas continued being represented in the award program but 
only about as much as the rest of the awarded regions. 
The next five years of the Carolopolis Award Program (2013-2017) distributed the 
majority of the awards 
across an area of 3.43 
square miles, an increase 
in awarded territory 
from the previous period 
of more than 33%. The 
majority of the awards 
during this time are 
represented north of 67 
and 44 South Battery, 
Figure 82. Carolopolis 2013-2017 at 1-mile scale. 
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south of 83 Magnolia Avenue, east of Elmwood and Congress Streets, and west of 701 East 
Bay Street.  
There were two outlying awarded 
structures exhibited during this interval of the 
award program. 1096 Navy Way, the furthest 
outlier is more than five miles from the 
majority of the awarded structures. 720 
Magnolia Road is more than two miles away 
from the majority of the awards. 
This interval of the award program 
continued the trend of tightening the 
geographic representation of the awards 
around King Street, with fewer awards far east 
and west of that street. While properties south 
of Broad Street, around Radcliffeborough, Mazyck-Wraggborough, the Eastside, and 
Ansonborough continued to receive a proportionate number of awards during this time, 
there is a conspicuous lack of awards to the areas around Harleston Village. Contrarily, a 
significant number of awards, an estimated more than a dozen, were presented to structures 
around Hampton Terrace. Even further north, around Sans Souci Street and the northern 
terminus of Rutledge Avenue, there were several awarded structures.  
This distribution across the peninsula is different from preceding intervals of the 
award program in that it has expanded not east and west across Charleston, but instead it 
Figure 83. Carolopolis 20013-2017 at 2-mile scale. 
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has expanded north and south across Charleston. This trend was taking shape in the 1990s 
and 2000s, but by the mid-2010s, it has become evident that the Carolopolis Award is 
moving further north.  
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CONCLUSIONS 
Findings 
 The thesis statement’s assertion that the Carolopolis Award Program has 
expanded its scope from 1953 to 2017 is true for the most part. The organization’s 
Preservation Progress, award-winning properties’ architectural categories, construction 
dates, and geographic locations of the winning properties, have expanded to include more 
variety and range and a more even distribution of the variety and range. However, the 
degrees of architectural styles have not expanded neither in variety and range nor in a 
more even distribution of the variety and range.  
    Preservation Progress’ public display of the Carolopolis Award Program reveals much 
about the expansion of the award program. The newsletters have expanded in terms of 
their photography, textual data, and format, though because the Society’s editorial staff 
has discretion over how to publicize the award bulletin, few years are alike. In general, 
though, the trend for a broadened publication is pronounced. It is easiest to comprehend 
these significant developments in the Society’s outward display of the award program 
according to each’s evolution and expansion over time.  
Photographs of Carolopolis Award winners have considerably broadened from 
1957 to 2017, with some minor variations during outlier years when editors changed. 
Photographs were seldom used in the earliest award bulletins until the early 1960s, when 
the first photographs were included but only for award-winning properties of a high 
significance (“Notable”). In the early 1980s, the Society experimented with including 
more photographs, even creating “Photo Essays” where every property was pictured. In 
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the mid-1980s, continuing to the present, before-and-after photographs of winners, 
including historic pictures, were first depicted. Since the 1990s, every property has been 
generally pictured. In the mid-2000s, the photographs became colorized.  
Like photographs, textual data of Carolopolis Award winners in the award 
bulletins has expanded have considerably broadened from 1957 to 2017, with some 
minor variations during outlier years when editors changed. The earliest award bulletin 
described the commended properties in a paragraph. From the mid-1960s to around 1974, 
the Society listed the award winners as a simple roll of the award winners (address and 
owner), sorted into series of significance. After 1974, when the Secretary of Interior’s 
Guidelines for Rehabilitation were published, the Society continued the simple rolls of 
the award winners, however removing the significance categories. In the mid-1980s, 
textual data expanded to include a history of the property, current use, and preservation 
work. In the mid-1990s, textual data expanded to include geographic locations of the 
winners and the award bulletin was sorted according to preservation treatment. Generally, 
this degree of textual data continues to the present, albeit with a few years opting for the 
simple roll format.  
Like the photographs and textual data of Carolopolis Award winners, the overall 
format of the award bulletins has expanded considerably from 1957 to 2017, with some 
minor variations during outlier years when editors changed. Until the mid-1970s, the 
award program did not have an established name; the award itself was variably called 
commendations, preservation award, merit, or a similar moniker. From the 1960s to the 
early 2000s, the award bulletin would often include a count of how many awards were 
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presented during the particular cycle. Since the early-1990s, the award bulletin has begun 
with a brief history of the award program, stating the number of awards and their 
importance to the achieving the Society’s mission. Since the mid-1990s, explicit 
definitions of preservation treatments have appeared alongside or before the categories of 
award winners.  
The evolution within the newsletter highlights the professionalization of the 
Society in terms of how it exhibits the award program to the public. There has been a 
considerable, concerted effort to professionalize the outward image of the award program 
and Preservation Progress has achieved that, especially in the last fifteen years. While 
the newsletter has generally expanded its photographs, textual data, and format of the 
award bulletin, these broadening developments in the public exhibition of the award 
program offer a glimpse into the changes within the Society, particularly the editorial 
staff, Preservation Department Staff, board members, and committee members. Future 
research, discussed later, can better address how these changes within the newsletter 
demonstrate the changing social history and preservation focus of the Society.  
The architectural categories of the award program have considerably expanded 
from 1953 to 2017, though there has not been an even distribution of the awards across 
this broader inclusion of architecture. For most of the award timeline, “Revival” styles 
have been awarded most of the awards; still Revival architecture bears a large portion of 
the awards. The older styles, “Colonial,” “Federal,” and their twentieth century homage 
“Colonial Revival,” have all significantly declined in recognition, with Colonial Revival 
losing gratuitous shares of award recognition and “Colonial” and “Federal” both 
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experiencing noticeable declines themselves. In turn, since the 1980s, the award program 
has favored younger architectural styles, such as “Turn of the Twentieth Century” and 
“Modern” styles. In the most recent period, “Turn of the Twentieth Century” architecture 
has taken the lead in gaining more awards than “Revival” styles.  
This shift in preservation focus from older styles to younger styles is pronounced. 
However, there is not an even distribution in the variety of the architectural categories, 
rather it indicates that the Charleston preservation movement, according to the award 
program inventory, has traded one preference for another. The award program recognizes 
“Colonial,” “Federal,” and especially “Colonial Revival” at a much lower rate than it had 
in the first half of the award program. Since then, the latter half of the award program has 
scaled towards younger styles, almost a complete reversal of proportionate award 
recognition. This pattern behavior, while including a wider variety or styles, is not an 
even distribution of awards to architectural categories.  
This finding is significant because it demonstrates that while the Charleston 
preservation movement has shifted its scope, it has to some degree neglected awarding 
previously highly recognized styles. Why this exchange in preference of the old styles for 
the young styles has occurred instead of a more balanced inclusion is interesting and 
should be examined in further research, to be discussed later. What does this say about 
the current preference for “Modern” and “Turn of the Twentieth Century?” Is the 
preference a sign of the times, is it location-centered, is it taste-centered, is it market-
value centered, it is age-value centered? 
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The construction dates of structures awarded the Carolopolis Award have both 
considerably expanded in variety and range. The average annual age (AAA) of a structure 
at its awarding best illustrates this balanced nature of the expansion of construction dates 
in the award program. The AAA of a structure at its awarding is relatively close to 130 
years old, following this value for nearly the whole timeline of sixty-five years of the 
award program. Since the 2000s, however, the AAA has fluctuated considerably more 
but still remains, on average, around 130 years old, though with a slight upward 
trajectory. This pronounced fluctuation, in the last two decades, coincides with the rapid, 
changing socio-economic environment of Charleston and is a good indication that more 
analysis needs to be conducted to assess the relationship between preservation, the award 
program, and the real estate market in Charleston. However, this is just an assumption 
and further testing should be performed to determine the true reasons behind the 
fluctuating nature of the AAA in the last twenty years. For instance, the Society could be 
intentionally oscillating the AAA from year to year; awarding younger structures one 
year and then purposefully balancing the award program with the awarding of older 
structures the next year.  
For the individual awarded structures each year, there has been an obvious 
expansion in both the variety and range of their construction dates. Clustering of 
construction dates typified the first half of the award program while more dispersed 
construction dates is typical of the latter half. It is interesting that this behavior of 
expanding in variety occurs around the same time when the architectural categories 
themselves begin to expand in variety, in the late-1970s and early-1980s. Another 
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significant finding is the recognition of more newly constructed structures, with almost 
all awards to structures with ages around 0 being awarded in the last three decades. This 
explains why the Society has developed, in 2016, a new award called the Compatible 
New Construction Carolopolis Award, to better recognize exemplary forms of 
harmonious infill in a historic context.  
However, unlike the architectural categories which traded preference from the old 
styles to the young styles, the construction dates continue presently having a balanced 
range of ages. If one were to consider the balanced range of ages against the imbalanced 
range of architectural categories in respect to the broadening, expanding nature of the 
national preservation movement then perhaps the Preservation Society of Charleston and 
the Charleston preservation movement are more concerned with a broader range of ages 
than a broader range of architecture. The fact that some structures were later given a new 
facade of a later architectural category may complicate this conclusion, though. This 
demonstrates the need for further study into the relationship between the age of a 
structure and the architectural category it exhibits, as the two are often independent of 
one another.  
Like the award program’s expanding inclusion of architectural categories and 
construction dates, the Carolopolis Award has since 1953 substantially increased its 
geographic range and variety. The most significant finding is that the awards have 
continued to recognize previously unrecognized areas around Charleston, with every year 
moving the award program further north, west, and south. The award program’s 
movement up and beyond the peninsula is contagious behavior. The early expansion of 
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the award program was northward, restricted within the Charleston peninsula, save for 
some minimal outliers just across the Ashley river. By the mid-1960s, the awards had 
covered south of Broad street. By the early-1970s, the awards had covered south of 
Calhoun Street. By the early-1990s, the awards had covered south of the Crosstown. By 
the mid-2010s, the awards had covered the peninsula along the latitude between the 
Citadel and the Ravenel Bridge. In recent years, the award program has concentrated 
itself in the business corridor, or at least along a finer north-south axis with less awards 
along the rivers. 
Up until the late-1980s, the award program experienced award clustering. These 
clusters are all residential and can be delineated by neighborhood association. Since the 
late-1980s, clusters of awards are less common; instead the award program is more 
evenly distributed in recent years with no identifiable neighborhood association and less 
of a concentration of awards in residential areas.  
Opposite of clustering, there have been marked areas with voids in award 
recognition. Unlike clustering, which ceased almost three decades ago, award recognition 
voids are continuing to be exhibited in the award program. For instance, while the awards 
covered south of Calhoun Street in the early-1970s, awards had yet to recognize the area 
around the City Market until almost a decade later. Similarly, while the awards had 
recognized areas below the Crosstown in the mid-1970s, the business corridor, King and 
Meeting Streets, south of the Crosstown did not experience award recognition until 
almost fifteen years later. The area around MUSC or west of Rutledge Avenue south of 
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the Crosstown did not experience recognition until the mid-2000s. Harleston Village, 
since the late-2000s, is presently undergoing a reversal of award recognition. 
The sum of the clustering, void, and distribution patterns demonstrates that the 
award program has been shifting its recognition from residential neighborhoods to a 
broader level of inclusion, perhaps with a focus yet observed on the commercial districts. 
The awarding of properties along the business corridor and around the market as well as 
the lack of awarding of properties in Harleston Village underscores this considerable 
finding. Given that it seems commercial development is now more of a driving force in 
the award program than ever before, it would be wise to wonder how the shift in award 
recognition settles with neighborhoods and residents. How has this shift in the 
preservation movement affected the communities and property owners? How can the 
future of this pattern be further predicted according to projections of commercial 
development in coming years? How is the increased rate of flooding on the peninsula 
affecting preservation, such as in Harleston Village where fewer awards recognize 
properties and flooding is surmounting? All of these questions demonstrate the need for 
further critical heritage studies analyses of the Carolopolis Award Program. 
The analysis of the degrees of architectural styles revealed that this facet of the 
Carolopolis Award Program from 1953 to 2017 did not broaden in terms of the degrees 
of style exhibited. In fact, throughout the entire sixty-five years of the award program, the 
degrees of architectural style have not changed in proportion much. Overall, each degree 
of style fluctuated in the proportion of winners represented each period, though 
throughout the whole award program timeline no significant change was observed. 
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Intermediate and high style, fluctuated in their proportion of winners throughout every 
period of the award program but remained unchanged in representation overall.  
Only low style architecture increased in its award recognition, albeit minimally. 
The fact that all of the degrees of style have fluctuated over time illustrates that the award 
program is not a static entity, rather it highlights the shifting preferences of the property 
owners, those nominating properties, and the Society’s staff determination of winners. 
This demonstrates that further study of those individuals owning the properties, 
preserving the properties, nominating the preserved properties, and selecting the winners 
should be undertaken to better understand why the degrees of architectural styles have 
exhibited little proportional change compared to the other analyzed physical 
characteristics: architectural category, construction date and age, and geographic location.  
This data concludes that of the four physical characteristics, those individuals 
involved in the award program, the Society, and the preservation movement in Charleston 
have not expanded the degrees of styles of preserved structures. High style is still as 
coveted as it was in the early years; intermediate still is still as mercurial in representation 
as it was in the early years; and low style is still underrepresented in the award inventory. 
Whereas the construction date and architectural category characteristics of the award 
program experienced shifts around the middle of the award program time, in sixty-five 
years, the Carolopolis Award Program, as a reflection of the Society, the award program, 
and the city’s exemplary preservation efforts has not budged in how it views the different 
degrees of architectural styles.  
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The data reveals that the Carolopolis Award Program’s inventory of awarded 
structures, begun in 1953, has considerably broadened in terms of architectural category, 
construction dates, geography, and the manner in which the Society itself portrays the 
award inventory in its publication. Much like the preservation movements elsewhere in 
the nation, in the studied sixty-five years of its existence, the award program resembles 
its early self in name but in its physical characteristics and administration, it is different 
today than in the past. 
 Having been started in the pre-1966 era before the National Register of Historic 
Places, the Carolopolis Award Program dates to what Sprinkle calls the “pre-history,” of 
American historic preservation. This was a time when the field had yet to have any 
undergraduate or graduate education programs. This was a time when the Secretary of the 
Interior had yet to formulate Standards for Rehabilitation. This was a time when the 
Charleston city government was still focused on preserving mostly colonial structures. This 
was a time when Board of Architectural Review could not stop demolition. This was a time 
when personal motivations and preferences and not preservation efforts decided what 
property earned the award. 
The frequency of awarding, which has leveled off in recent years at around ten to 
twenty awards presented annually, is considerably much lower today than during the 
middle of the award program’s history, in the 1960s and 1970s. The Carolopolis Award 
selection process has become more formalized and more competitive, with the Preservation 
Society now requiring documentary evidence, such as photographs, of the nominated 
preservation campaign. In the early years of the award program, a simple phone call or 
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letter would have sufficed and volunteers from the Society would have verified the 
nomination through self-imposed standards. Today, the standards for evaluation come from 
the historic preservation experience of the employed staff at the Society and their 
knowledge of best practices as instructed by the National Trust and the Secretary of the 
Interior. 
Together, these characteristics of the Carolopolis Award Program are expanding, 
albeit at varying intensities. Significantly, the construction dates, architectural categories, 
and geographic locations of the award winners have expanded. The degrees of style have 
expanded too but not as much. In terms of how the Preservation Society has treated its 
award program, it has increasingly engaged it more seriously, knowing that the Carolopolis 
Award matters to the community and is a significant icon of the preservation successes 
across Charleston. Preservation Progress has gradually shifted its focus on how the 
preservation campaigns are achieved and to what effect rather than by whom or at what 
volume. It is the quality of the preservation work, not the quantity of it that the Society 
appreciates more now. And the expanding nature of the qualities, or physical 
characteristics, of the award winning structures demonstrate that the Society and the 
preservation movement in Charleston is more concerned now with preserving a broader 
range of places than a voluminous range. As the Carolopolis Award Program maintains its 
prestige and approaches historicity itself, it is important to continue observing the trends 
within its award inventory. 
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Award Program Recommendations 
The Carolopolis Award Program could use minor modifying, especially in 
causing it to be a more human-centered preservation, advocacy instrument. Based upon 
the findings from this thesis, suggestions to the Carolopolis Award Program include 
making its internal processes transparent to the public, more human-centered in its 
recognition of excellent preservation, and more critical of its awarding of broad variety 
and range of physical characteristics. 
The Preservation Progress newsletters have been a manifestation of the Society’s 
outward commentary of its award program since 1957. It is a partially transparent lens 
into the external processes of the award program, or how the award program appears after 
the awards are presented. The newsletter mentions when, what, where, who, and 
sometimes why and how the award-winners’ preservation efforts were accomplished. 
Yet, the newsletter does not, in any instance, elucidate on how the nomination and 
selection processes led to the culminating presentation of awards each award cycle. The 
public, thus, has an understanding of the award-winners but not the esoteric competition.  
If the Society would render the award program’s internal processes more 
transparent to the public, then the public would be more interested in participating in the 
award program (both in preserving structures and nominating projects), the public would 
respect the integrity of the award program more, and the public would better understand 
the significance of the award program in upholding the professional and academic 
standards and ethics of the historic preservation field in Charleston. The Preservation 
Progress is already a means for the Society to connect with the public in its advocacy 
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missions and would serve well as an instrument of increased transparency if the Society 
were to illuminate the public each award cycle with the program’s internal processes. 
Recent studies in historic preservation have analyzed how the field needs a more 
critical, human-centered approach in its practice. The Carolopolis Award Program, to 
date, has been centered on Charleston’s physical fabric in its historic context with no 
concern for the people that live in the areas with structures receiving awards. Historic 
preservation can have consequences in a neighborhood beyond the maintenance or 
salvation of historic fabric, the preservation of a neighborhood can affect the socio-
economics and demographics in that area, altering its social composition from its makeup 
in earlier, historic periods. This is gentrification and the Carolopolis Award Program has 
not dealt with it properly; in some instances, such as with the Ansonborough 
Revitalization Project of the 1960s, historic preservation was encouraged as a way of 
displacing lower class peoples.  
As the Carolopolis Award Program enters the era of critical, human-centered 
historic preservative it is imperative that its strengths as a force of revitalizing 
neighborhoods be used for the good of the community and not just the preservation of 
historic fabric. The award program thus should act responsibly in encouraging historic 
preservation neighborhoods that are at risk of gentrification (using the 130-year average 
annual age of awarded structures at awarding to predict where historic preservation might 
occur) and take appropriate measures to protecting the community established there 
whilst achieving excellent historic preservation. It is the Society’s duty to use the award 
program in a beneficial, positive way to the community of Charleston. 
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It is the Society’s duty to recognize excellent preservation in all its form, 
wherever and whenever it may take shape.  Fortunately, the Society recognizes this duty 
and is keen to continue executing its mandate. This suggestion is therefore a statement of 
motivation to the Society, encouraging it to sustain and enhance the broadening of the 
award program’s physical characteristics. In particular, the degrees of architectural styles 
(low, intermediate, and high) could benefit the most from improved expansion of their 
variety and range. This physical characteristic has changed little since the award 
program’s genesis in 1953 and that is something the Society should strive to ameliorate.  
There are other characteristics beyond those studied in this thesis that could, 
likely, use expanding in the award program. Though this study did not determine the 
amplitude, frequency, or variety of these characteristics, it is assumed that the Society 
could still augment its recognition of them. These other characteristics include honoring 
the preservation of structures connected to minority populations, historic events, social 
phenomenon, and other forms of significance beyond architecture.  
While the award program will always be predominantly concerned with structural 
architecture, the inhabitation, use, or social context of a structure is as important to the 
narrative of Charleston’s built environment. The Society in 2016 initiated a new award 
for compatible, infill that recognizes such efforts with a green Carolopolis plaque. 
Recognizing preservation efforts of structures that are beyond the scope of architectural 
or age-based significance could allow the Society to enforce a human-centered approach 
that simultaneously broadens the characteristics of its award program’s inventory.  
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In these ways, the Carolopolis Award will be more transparent to the public, more 
human-centered in its recognition of excellent preservation, and more critical of its 
awarding of broad variety and range of physical characteristics. These suggestions to the 
award program are vital to keeping it in step with current academic rigor which critically 
calls into question the basis of expert rule, doctrine, and established practice. As the 
Carolopolis Award Program is a respected, coveted, and encouraging feature of 
Charleston’s preservation landscape, ensuring the award program is responsible in its 
appearance, engagement, and recognition of public efforts is important to its future 
dignity and the motivation of excellent preservation. 
Future Research Recommendations 
The Carolopolis Award recognizes those deserved achievements of preserving 
Charleston’s built environment, motivating others who have yet to earn the award to 
strive for excellent preservation in their stewardship of historic contexts. Its move up and 
beyond the peninsula exemplifies its role as a contagious, “carrot” of preservation leading 
to the safeguarding of structures in areas where legal protection is not afforded, such as 
outside of the Board of Architectural Review’s purview. The Carolopolis Award Program 
is not only an iconic identifier of where excellent preservation has occurred in Charleston 
since 1953 but it also serves as a time capsule of the preservation movement’s broadened 
evolution. As the data has demonstrated, the award program has mostly expanded its 
scope in variety and range, while the national preservation movement has also expanded 
its scope.  
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This relationship is not by chance. The clear evolution of the award program is 
both tied to the national preservation movement, the local preservation movement, and 
the changing socio-economics, demographics, and infrastructure of Charleston. The 
Carolopolis Award, then, should be used for future critical heritage studies to better 
assess the interaction of award recognition and preservation in the flux of society, culture, 
preference, and real estate. Critical heritage studies can learn much from the award 
program in how both humans affect preservation through organizational recognition and 
advocacy and how preservation affects humans through property ownership, social 
currency, and civic pride and empowerment. 
    The Carolopolis Award Program, at more than two-thirds of a century in age, has much 
to offer to the field of critical heritage studies beyond what was researched, analyzed, and 
determined in this thesis. First, there should be a final clarification of what this thesis 
inspected so as to better reveal what is left unstudied: this thesis studied the Society’s 
newsletter as it relates to the outward, public display of the award program in 
Preservation Progress and analyzed the physical characteristics of the award-winning 
structures from 1953 to 2017 to assess whether the award program has expanded its scope 
of preservation throughout its history.  
Some of the future research avenues beyond this thesis’ scope include assessing 
the award program’s social history, nomination process, selection process, statistics of 
commercial versus residential award-winning properties, and human-centered studies 
analyzing the award program’s effect on the real estate market. It is important to further 
study the Carolopolis Award Program because the Preservation Society of Charleston is 
239
 
 
the oldest municipal preservation society and its award program is an iconic, leading 
example of preservation advocacy and the recognition of exemplary forms of 
preservation.  
To conduct these studies, though, knowledge of what award program 
documentation exists at the Society is important to address. Much of the following 
recommended studies might be hindered because the Society has not maintained records 
of its own organizational activities. While there have been past studies into the history 
and development of the organization this thesis is the first to specifically address the 
Carolopolis Award Program. The Society, while keeping archives of the Preservation 
Progress, an index of Carolopolis Award winners, and property information on 
Charleston area preserved structures, the Society has not preserved all documents 
pertaining to the award program.  
However, this begs the question of what documentation, in respect to the 
Carolopolis Award Program, did the Society save to date? What was not saved? How can 
a comparison of the kept and lost documentation, if known, explain the Society’s 
priorities, objectives, and administration of the award program as an evolving 
professional preservation society? What does the rate of kept to lost Carolopolis Award 
Program material illustrate about the advocacy tool and how the Society has viewed it? 
Who was involved in the Society at the time when award program information was kept 
or lost? Is there a relationship between the members and staff of the organization and the 
archival administration of the award program? 
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Fortunately, Preservation Progress and the past studies of the organization’s 
history disclose much of the social history of the Preservation Society of Charleston. The 
Preservation Society of Charleston dates to the early 1920s and its success in getting the 
City government to enact the Zoning Ordinance of 1931 is attributed to the early leaders 
of the Society’s financial and familial connections to those in power at the time. In 
respect to the Carolopolis Award Program, are there financial, familial or other 
connections that can be delineated between the Society’s employees, its membership 
base, its board members, those persons nominating properties, those owners whose 
properties are nominated, those owners whose properties are awarded the Carolopolis, 
those preservationists conducting the nominated or awarded work, and other members of 
the wider community? How are all of these various entities related? If connections can be 
drawn, what effect did this social network have on the award program? 
More specifically, can such connections explain the award-winning properties’ 
ownership, architectural styles, degrees of architectural styles, construction dates, 
locations, and qualities and treatments of preservation work. If there are any explanations 
formed from the identification of social relationships of the award program, the 
preservation community, and Charleston, how have the relationships’ extents, strengths, 
and longevities evolved with the award program? Are the relationships observed today of 
a different nature than at other times in the award program’s history? Less familial and 
more financial? Are the relationships observed today of a different strength than at other 
times in the award program’s history? More tenuous or temporary and less long-
established?  
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Answering these social history questions through future research can explain how, 
why, where, and when properties are nominated, who nominated them, who selected the 
nominee for the receipt of the award, what physical characteristics the award-winning 
property exhibits, and even how the Preservation Progress illustrated the achievement. 
Analysis of these parameters can aid the Society in understanding if the preservation 
community needs to strengthen its social network, where and among whom it might 
require such bolstering, and to what extent the social connections should be. 
The social history of the award program can be separately interpreted through 
either its nomination process or award-selection process. The program, since its 
beginning, has always involved the nominations of preservation efforts around 
Charleston. Analysis of the nomination process should examine who nominated 
properties (the nominator), whose properties were nominated (the nominee), the 
connection, if any, between nominator and nominee, the required information for a 
nomination, the required format of a nomination, the timespan for soliciting and receiving 
nominations, the quantity of nominations, and the quality of nominations over time.  
The nomination process has changed over time. The earliest nomination forms, 
from the late-1950s, were a simple slip of a sheet that only required identifying the 
location of a nominated property. Calls for nominations in the 1960s and the 1970s even 
stated that a phone call would suffice. In these early years, the Society stated that paint 
maintenance would be acceptable for reception of the award. The current nomination 
form is more stringent and requires a thorough explanation of the professional-level 
preservation treatment, with before and after photographs of the structure.  
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Have the different degrees of preservation work, from paint maintenance to 
restoration, called to be nominated had an effect on the quantity of nominations the 
Society received? Have the different degrees of nomination form quality required during 
different years had an effect on the quantity of nominations the Society received? Using 
the dual nature of quality and quantity, research can analyze both the volume and level of 
professional work associated with the award program’s nominations over time.  
This would help the professional, societal preservation community better 
understood how the individuals in the community performing the preservation work and 
those others nominating the said preservation work engage with the Society. Is there a 
correlation between the appearance, structure, or programming of the nomination form 
and the nomination process in relation to the quality and quantity of the nomination forms 
received? Is there a correlation between the appearance, structure, or programming of the 
nomination form and its process in relation to the quality and quantity of the preservation 
work nominated? 
Researching how the nomination process for the award program has evolved can 
be useful in explaining the evolution of the award inventory’s owners, architectural 
styles, degrees of architectural styles, construction dates, locations, and degree and type 
of preservation work. Furthermore, in analyzing a nomination process, one could, if the 
data is available, establish relationships between the person nominating a property and 
the owner of the property. Is there a connection between the nomination process, the 
nominator, the nominee, and the physical characteristics of the award-winning 
properties?  
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As the lot of nominated properties includes properties that did not win the award, 
much more data, and more representative of the full-picture of Charleston’s preservation 
movement, could be interpreted. For example, an inventory of nominated properties 
would better gauge Charleston’s broadening or expanding preservation movement 
compared to the smaller sample set of the properties awarded the Carolopolis. 
Furthermore, analyzing the physical characteristics of the nominated properties against 
the physical characteristics of the awarded properties might reveal valuable about 
Charleston’s preservation ethic, such as the Society’s preferred qualities of a preserved 
structure in deserving the award. This leads to hypothetical research avenues for the 
award program selection process. 
This study did not inspect the selection process of the award program. After 
receiving the nomination forms for the Carolopolis Award, the Society then proceeds to 
select winners for the award from those nominated properties. As far as this research was 
able to uncover through analysis of the newsletters and informal discussions with current 
employees of the Society, the award program has never had a codified process for 
selecting the winners. The nomination process has become more professionalized and 
structured with a nomination form and requirements for documentary proof of the 
preservation efforts, similarly the selection process has become more professionalized 
and structured.  
In the early decades of the award program, the Society staff and members often 
made their award decisions based upon a car ride around town where they observed first-
hand the evolution of a property’s preservation. Up until the twenty-first century, there 
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was a body called the Awards Committee (sometimes paired with the Markers 
Committee), while today no such committee exists in name. Rather, the Society’s current 
Preservation Department staff holds an annual meeting in the autumn where a slideshow 
with property and preservation information and documentation, such as photographs, 
compiled from the nomination forms are discussed in-house among the professionals.  
The decision of what property receives the Carolopolis Award hinges first upon 
the lot of nominations that the Society receives from the preservation community but 
ultimately the decisions are based upon the opinions of the Society staff selecting the 
award-winners from the pool of nominees. This selection model allows for future 
research to ask many questions related to the selection process.  
Is there a correlation exists between the number of nominated properties and 
award-granted properties during each award cycle? Who were the members of the various 
Award Committees during each award cycle? Who were the various Board members 
during each award cycle? Who were the various Preservation Department Staff during 
each award cycle? Is there a correlation between the members of the committees, the 
Board members, and the Preservation Department? Is there a correlation between the 
quality of the nomination process or the quality of the nomination forms’ textual or 
photographic information and the selection of winners? 
 Importantly, these questions could help to answer how these correlations relate to 
the owners, architectural styles, degrees of architectural styles, construction dates, 
locations, and degree and type of preservation work. Furthermore, in analyzing the 
Society’s award selection process, one could, if the data is available, establish 
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relationships between the person nominating a property and the owner of the property. Is 
there a connection between the nomination process, the nominator, the nominee, and the 
physical characteristics of the award-winning properties? 
According to this thesis’ findings, there has been a discernible shift in awards 
from mostly residential properties in the early decades to a higher recognition of 
commercial properties in recent decades. This a significant finding that is crucial to 
understanding Charleston’s preservation movement as it relates to the real estate market 
and the economy of the city. From this proposed study, many questions could be asked.  
At what point(s) in time do either residential or commercial properties receive a 
considerable share of the Carolopolis award program? How does the share of awards for 
either category change overtime and at various instances in time, what socio-economic or 
historical events might explain the change? For instance, after Hurricane Hugo did either 
commercial or residential properties receive most of the awards? What physical 
characteristics (age, architecture, degree of style, or location) of either residential or 
commercial properties are more likely to be awarded? Where has the pattern of awarding 
residential or commercial properties been observed the most in Charleston at different 
awarding cycles? How have changes in property values affected the shift in award 
recognition from residential to commercial properties?  
From these questions, the answers could explain how gentrification affects 
neighborhoods, how cities evolve and gain or lose businesses in place of residents, and 
how the preservation community reacts to shifting ownership and building use. 
Predictions could be made to determine where, when, and of what nature (commercial 
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versus residential) preservation may occur in Charleston, so as to better prepare the 
preservationists, city planners, business leaders, government officials, and residents for 
changes that may occur. 
The analysis of the real estate market could be interpreted as an analysis into how 
the award program has influenced not solely the market value but the community of 
people within the changing neighborhoods. As preservation efforts move across the 
Charleston peninsula and the focus on these efforts shifts from residential to commercial 
or vice-versa, the inhabitants in every neighborhood where this occurs are affected. As 
preservation raises property values increase and in turn taxes increases; as taxes increase, 
some inhabitants find themselves unable to afford the buildings they call home or work.  
A human-centered study inspecting the Carolopolis Award Program would 
appropriately ask questions that many critical heritage studies are already asking, but in 
respect to an award program that encourages preservation around Charleston. For 
example, knowing that this thesis has determined that an age value of around 130 years is 
the average age at which a structure is preserved, a researcher could preemptively locate 
areas in Charleston where structures near this age exist. Doing so would allow for the 
associated communities to enact preservation plans, design guidelines, zoning changes, 
and other community efforts to better preserve the community as well as the historic 
fabric.  
Data from an analysis of the Carolopolis Award Program’s physical 
characteristics, property values, and demographics could be used to protect and preserve 
communities rather than evict and disperse them as was the unfortunate case in the slum-
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clearances of the early to mid-twentieth century. Preservation needs these critical heritage 
studies to be human centered so that stakeholders within the historic neighborhoods are 
enforcing preservation efforts that address their needs and desires rather than allowing 
preservation to sweep the neighborhood away under arbitrary doctrine.  
These are many suggested avenues of future research. They include social history 
reconstructions of the award program to the community, interpreting the nomination 
process, interpreting the selection process, analyzing the ratio of residential to 
commercial award recognition over time, analyzing the real estate market in terms of the 
award program, and analyzing the effect of the award program on the people within an 
area receiving award recognition. These studies understand that both Charleston and its 
preservation movement exist in a diverse, dynamic ecology. Charleston and its 
preservation movement are not static, they are constantly changing and the Carolopolis 
Award Program offers many possible means of analyzing the changes in the preservation 
movement, predicting the changes in the preservation movement, and planning actions to 
better serve the community, the award program, and the preservation movement in 
Charleston. 
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Table A. Carolopolis Physical Characteristics 
Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1953 138 1815 1812-1815 313 King Street Federal High 
1954 204 1750 1750 45 Queen Street Colonial Low 
1954 24 1930 1930 12 Bedons Alley 
Colonial 
Revival High 
1954 24 1930 1930 14 Bedons Alley 
Colonial 
Revival Intermed. 
1954 54 1900 1900 80 Church  Street 
Colonial 
Revival High 
1954 139 1815 1808-1815 
21  
Archdale  
Street 
Federal High 
1954 164 1790 1783-1790 5 Bedons Alley Federal Intermed. 
1955 185 1770 
1770-1771, 
altered in  
1820 and  
95 Broad 
Street Colonial Intermed. 
1955 140 1815 1815 25 State Street Federal Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1956 115 1841 1841 37 Hasell Street Revival High 
1958 188 1770 1770 30 Queen Street Colonial High 
1958 237 1721 1721 61 Tradd Street Colonial High 
1958 246 1712 1712 
17  
Chalmers  
Street 
Colonial Low 
1958 137 1821 1821 35 State Street Federal High 
1958 140 1818 1816-1818 42 State Street Federal High 
1958 148 1810 1806-1810 79 Anson Street Federal Intermed. 
1958 156 1802 1802 22 Queen Street Federal High 
1958 156 1802 1802 24 Queen Street Federal High 
1958 156 1802 1802 26 Queen Street Federal High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1958 156 1802 1802 28 Queen Street Federal High 
1958 158 1800 1800 329 East  Bay Street Federal High 
1958 158 1800 1800 
44 
Meeting 
Street 
Federal Intermed. 
1958 162 1796 "Constructe d after  
16 Queen 
Street Federal Low 
1958 162 1796 "Constructe d after  
18 Queen 
Street Federal Low 
1958 98 1860 1859-1860 13 Pitt Street Revival High 
1958 98 1860 1860 37 State Street Revival High 
1958 109 1849 1849 33 State Street Revival Low 
1958 118 1840 1830-1840 7 Pitt Street Revival High 
1958 128 1830 1830 14 Queen Street Revival Low 
 
 
 
 
 
255
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1959 199 1760 1760 94 Tradd Street Colonial High 
1959 209 1750 mid-18th cent (1750) 
78 Tradd 
Street Colonial Intermed. 
1959 153 1806 1806 23 Queen Street Federal Low 
1959 159 1800 1800 1 Tradd Street Federal Low 
1959 171 1788 1788 
18  
Montagu  
Street 
Federal High 
1959 119 1840 1840 38 Society Street Revival Intermed. 
1964 57 1907 1907 321 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1965 4 1961 1961 334 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1965 77 1888 
between  
1872 and  
1888 
141 Broad 
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1965 78 1887 pre-1888 335 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1965 187 1778 post-1778 28 Tradd Street Colonial High 
1965 200 1765 1765 128 Tradd Street Colonial High 
1965 212 1753 1753 
13 
Meeting 
Street 
Colonial High 
1965 215 1750 1750 , altered  
92 Broad 
Street Colonial High 
1965 218 1747 1747 35 Tradd Street Colonial Intermed. 
1965 225 1740 
1740, 
altered 
nineteenth  
49 Broad 
Street Colonial High 
1965 4 1961 1961 64 Church Street 
Colonial 
Revival High 
1965 125 1840 1794, altered  
26 Church 
Street Federal Intermed. 
1965 147 1818 1818 59 Smith Street Federal High 
1965 148 1817 1817 332 East  Bay Street Federal High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1965 149 1816 1814-1816 48 Laurens Street Federal High 
1965 155 1810 1810 39 East Battery Federal High 
1965 155 1810 1810 73 King Street Federal High 
1965 156 1809 pre-1810 32 Legare Street Federal High 
1965 157 1808 1808 
20  
Montagu  
Street 
Federal High 
1965 159 1806 1806 71 Anson Street Federal High 
1965 161 1804 1804, 20th cent.  
32 Church 
Street Federal Low 
1965 162 1803 1803 
6 
Montagu 
Street 
Federal High 
1965 164 1801 1801 11 Church Street Federal High 
1965 165 1800 1800 
20 South 
Adgers  
Wharf 
Federal Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1965 165 1800 1800 3 Meeting Street Federal Intermed. 
1965 166 1799 
"Constructe 
d before  
1800" 
134 
Church 
Street 
Federal Intermed. 
1965 170 1795 1795 39 State Street Federal Low 
1965 175 1790 1790 24 Vendue Range Federal Low 
1965 175 1790 1790 78 King Street Federal Intermed. 
1965 180 1785 1782-1785 55 East Bay Street Federal Intermed. 
1965 182 1783 1783 109 Broad Street Federal High 
1965 182 1783 1783 5 Meeting Street Federal High 
1965 182 1783 1783 86 Church Street Federal Intermed. 
1965 94 1871 pre-1872 162 King Street Revival Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1965 95 1870 1852-1870 21 King Street Revival High 
1965 105 1860 1860 
42 
Meeting 
Street 
Revival High 
1965 111 1854 1854 42 Society Street Revival High 
1965 111 1854 1853-1854 
94  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Revival High 
1965 113 1852 1835-1852 6 Doughty Street Revival High 
1965 115 1850 1840-1850 328 King Street Revival High 
1965 115 1850 1850 65 King Street Revival High 
1965 117 1848 1848 1 Pitt Street Revival High 
1965 122 1843 1843 21 Legare Street Revival High 
1965 122 1843 1843 82 Pitt Street Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1965 124 1841 1841 24 State Street Revival Low 
1965 125 1840 1840 40 Hasell Street Revival High 
1965 125 1840 1840 40 Society Street Revival High 
1965 125 1840 1840 44 Society Street Revival Intermed. 
1965 125 1840 1835-1840 56 Society Street Revival High 
1965 125 1840 1840 57 Anson Street Revival High 
1965 125 1840 1840 
9 Middle 
Atlantic  
Wharf 
Revival Low 
1965 126 1839 1839 328 East  Bay Street Revival High 
1965 126 1839 1839 63 Anson Street Revival Intermed. 
1965 132 1833 1833 
47 
Meeting 
Street 
Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1966 52 1914 1914 168 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1966 76 1890 1890 46 Church Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1966 179 1787 pre-1788 
28  
Longitude  
Lane 
Colonial Low 
1966 187 1779 1779 6 Glebe Street Colonial High 
1966 192 1774 1774 70 Tradd Street Colonial High 
1966 203 1763 1763, altered  
116 Broad 
Street Colonial High 
1966 206 1760 1760 - 1765,  
94 Church 
Street Colonial High 
1966 234 1732 1732 126 Tradd Street Colonial High 
1966 236 1730 1729 - 1730 52 King Street Colonial High 
1966 239 1727 1727 60 Tradd Street Colonial Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1966 24 1942 1942 49 Anson Street 
Colonial 
Revival High 
1966 140 1826 1824-1826 
64  
Vanderhor 
st Street 
Federal High 
1966 146 1820 1790-1820 
104 
Church 
Street 
Federal High 
1966 146 1820 1820 166 East  Bay Street Federal High 
1966 156 1810 1810 184 East  Bay Street Federal High 
1966 164 1802 1802 
274  
Calhoun  
Street 
Federal High 
1966 166 1800 1800 29 State Street Federal Low 
1966 166 1800 1796-1800 
69 
Meeting 
Street 
Federal High 
1966 170 1796 1794-1796 56 Church Street Federal High 
1966 176 1790 1790 21 Vendue Range Federal Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1966 182 1784 1784 66 Church Street Federal Intermed. 
1966 78 1888 1888 
25  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1966 80 1886 1884-1886 
25  
Archdale  
Street 
Revival Low 
1966 106 1860 1850-1856 
10  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
1966 110 1856 1850-1856 
8  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1966 115 1851 1851 60 Anson Street Revival Intermed. 
1966 116 1850 1850 2 Gibbes Street Revival High 
1966 117 1849 1849 33 State Street Revival Low 
1966 120 1846 1846 14 Green Street Revival High 
1966 121 1845 1845 
27  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1966 125 1841 1841 181 Queen Street Revival Intermed. 
1966 126 1840 1840 
33  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
1966 126 1840 1840 47 Hasell Street Revival High 
1966 126 1840 1839-1840 48 Society Street Revival Intermed. 
1966 127 1839 1839 
18  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
1966 136 1830 1828-1830 
19  
Gadsden  
Street 
Revival Low 
1967 75 1892 1892 63 Logan Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1967 77 1890 1890 2 Franklin Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1967 82 1885 1882-1885 134 Tradd Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1967 185 1782 1778-1782 91-A East Bay Street Colonial Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1967 185 1782 1778-1782 91 East Bay Street Colonial Intermed. 
1967 190 1777 1777 28 Lamboll Street Colonial High 
1967 190 1777 1777 30 Lamboll Street Colonial High 
1967 192 1775 1769-1775 43 Church Street Colonial High 
1967 198 1769 1769 27 King Street Colonial High 
1967 199 1768 1768 114  King Street Colonial High 
1967 199 1768 1768 8 South Battery Colonial High 
1967 203 1764 1764 22 Legare Street Colonial High 
1967 203 1764 pre-1765 72 Tradd Street Colonial Intermed. 
1967 217 1750 18th century  
12 Water 
Street Colonial Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1967 217 1750 1750 
25  
Longitude  
Lane 
Colonial Low 
1967 227 1740 1740 101 East  Bay Street Colonial Low 
1967 227 1740 1740 95 East Bay Street Colonial High 
1967 227 1740 1740 97 East Bay Street Colonial Low 
1967 228 1739 1735 - 1739 19 King Street Colonial High 
1967 228 1739 1739 75 King Street Colonial High 
1967 231 1736 1736 51 Tradd Street Colonial High 
1967 231 1736 1736 53 Tradd Street Colonial High 
1967 237 1730 1729-1730 6 Prices Alley Colonial Low 
1967 242 1725 "early  1700s" 
12 Lamboll 
Street Colonial Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1967 247 1720 1720 
35 
Meeting 
Street 
Colonial High 
1967 9 1958 1958 2 Prices Alley 
Colonial 
Revival High 
1967 47 1920 1920 26 Legare Street 
Colonial 
Revival High 
1967 51 1916 1916 83 Tradd Street 
Colonial 
Revival High 
1967 137 1830 1830 
76  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Federal Low 
1967 140 1827 1827 2 King  Street Federal Intermed. 
1967 149 1818 1818 59 Smith Street Federal High 
1967 149 1818 1818 24 Legare Street Federal High 
1967 152 1815 1815 28 Elliott Street Federal Intermed. 
1967 152 1815 1815 96 Bull Street Federal High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1967 155 1812 1812 
12  
Montagu  
Street 
Federal High 
1967 155 1812 1812 74 Anson Street Federal Low 
1967 157 1810 1810 18 Legare Street Federal Intermed. 
1967 157 1810 1810 51 Smith Street Federal Low 
1967 158 1809 1809 
166  
Wentworth  
Street 
Federal High 
1967 158 1809 1809 20 Church Street Federal High 
1967 159 1808 
1786-1808, 
additions 
after 1813  
48 Bull 
Street Federal Low 
1967 160 1807 1807 125 Tradd Street Federal High 
1967 160 1807 1807 18 Lamboll Street Federal High 
1967 165 1802 1802 2 Amherst Street Federal High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1967 167 1800 1800 
60  
Montagu  
Street 
Federal High 
1967 170 1797 1797 129 Tradd Street Federal High 
1967 171 1796 1793-1796 123 Tradd Street Federal High 
1967 172 1795 1795 49 South Battery Federal High 
1967 172 1795 1795 51 South Battery Federal Low 
1967 172 1795 1795 61 Laurens Street Federal Low 
1967 175 1792 1792 87 East Bay Street Federal High 
1967 177 1790 1790 10 King Street Federal Intermed. 
1967 177 1790 1790 
147 
Church 
Street 
Federal Intermed. 
1967 177 1790 1789-1790 16 Legare Street Federal High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1967 180 1787 1785-187 85 East Bay Street Federal High 
1967 180 1787 1782-1787 93 East Bay Street Federal Low 
1967 182 1785 
1785, 19th 
century 
renovations 
78 Church 
Street Federal High 
1967 183 1784 1784 83 East Bay Street Federal High 
1967 87 1880 1880 113 Ashley Avenue Revival High 
1967 91 1876 1876 
179  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Revival High 
1967 92 1875 late 1800s (~1850- 
3 Tradd 
Street Revival High 
1967 93 1874 1874 9 Logan Street Revival Intermed. 
1967 96 1871 pre-1872 68 Smith Street Revival High 
1967 107 1860 "Antebellum "  
70 Ashley 
Avenue Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1967 108 1859 1857-1859 
9  
Limehouse  
Street 
Revival High 
1967 109 1858 1853-1858 
8  
Vanderhor 
st Street 
Revival High 
1967 110 1857 1857 10 Legare Street Revival High 
1967 110 1857 1857 
10-1/2 
Legare  
Street 
Revival Low 
1967 110 1857 1857 8 Legare Street Revival High 
1967 110 1857 1857 
8-1/2  
Legare  
Street 
Revival Low 
1967 112 1855 1855 76 Ashley Avenue Revival High 
1967 113 1854 1853-1854 101 Bull Street Revival High 
1967 113 1854 1853-1854 103 Bull Street Revival High 
1967 113 1854 1853-1854 105 Bull Street Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1967 113 1854 1853-1854 107 Bull Street Revival High 
1967 115 1852 1852 4 Logan Street Revival High 
1967 117 1850 1850 122 Tradd Street Revival High 
1967 118 1849 1849 33 State Street Revival Low 
1967 120 1847 1847 
15  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
1967 120 1847 1847 39 King Street Revival High 
1967 121 1846 1838-1846 
268  
Calhoun  
Street 
Revival High 
1967 124 1843 1843 
23  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
1967 124 1843 1843 
30  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
1967 127 1840 1840 
110  
Beaufain  
Street 
Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1967 127 1840 1840 
24  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1967 127 1840 1820-1840 
42  
Gadsden  
Street 
Revival High 
1967 129 1838 1838 23 Legare Street Revival High 
1967 130 1837 1837 
169  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
1967 132 1835 1835 192 East  Bay Street Revival Low 
1967 132 1835 1835 46 South Battery Revival High 
1967 133 1834 1831-1834 20 Franklin Street Revival High 
1967 133 1834 1834 36 George Street Revival High 
1967 134 1833 1833 6 Thomas Street Revival High 
1967 135 1832 1832 635 East  Bay Street Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1967 137 1830 1830 
52 
Meeting 
Street 
Revival Low 
1967 141 1826 1826 
81  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Revival High 
1967 143 1824 1823-1824 
61-63 
Smith  
Street 
Revival High 
1968 65 1903 1903 12 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1968 98 1870 1870 20 State Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1968 198 1770 1760 - 1770 54 Queen Street Colonial Low 
1968 206 1762 1762 92 Tradd Street Colonial High 
1968 208 1760 1760, altered  
117 Broad 
Street Colonial High 
1968 225 1743 
1727 and  
1743  
(rebuilding 
from 1740  
fire), rebuilt 
later in 
1782- 
7 Tradd 
Street Colonial Low 
1968 67 1901 1901 
41 
Meeting 
Street 
Colonial 
Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1968 139 1829 1829 114 Broad Street Federal High 
1968 140 1828 pre-1829 
15-17  
Exchange   
Street 
Federal Intermed. 
1968 140 1828 1828 21 East Battery Federal High 
1968 150 1818 1818 55 Laurens Street Federal High 
1968 159 1809 1809 
131 
Church 
Street 
Federal High 
1968 165 1803 1803, renovated  
119 Broad 
Street Federal High 
1968 168 1800 1800 23 Tradd Street Federal Low 
1968 171 1797 1797 17 Legare Street Federal High 
1968 176 1792 1792 
31 
Meeting 
Street 
Federal High 
1968 178 1790 1790 9 Church Street Federal High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1968 183 1785 1785 84 King Street Federal Intermed. 
1968 190 1778 pre-1779 
129 
Church 
Street 
Federal Low 
1968 98 1870 1870 56 Smith Street Revival Low 
1968 108 1860 1858-1860 1 East Battery Revival High 
1968 112 1856 1856 5 Wall Street Revival Low 
1968 118 1850 1850 
42  
Montagu  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1968 120 1848 1848 5 East Battery Revival High 
1968 121 1847 1847 60 Hasell Street Revival High 
1968 123 1845 1845 13 East Battery Revival High 
1968 123 1845 1838-1845 38 Hasell Street Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1968 123 1845 1845 43 Society Street Revival High 
1968 124 1844 1840-1844 34 Hasell Street Revival High 
1968 127 1841 1841 41 Hasell Street Revival High 
1968 127 1841 1841 43 Hasell Street Revival High 
1968 127 1841 1841 52 Hasell Street Revival High 
1968 128 1840 1840 283 East  Bay Street Revival High 
1968 128 1840 1840 37 Society Street Revival Intermed. 
1968 128 1840 1840 
65  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Revival High 
1968 129 1839 1838-1839 9 East Battery Revival High 
1968 130 1838 1838 64 Society Street Revival Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1968 132 1836 1836 
154  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
1968 133 1835 1826-1835 9 College Street Revival Low 
1968 137 1831 1831 
71  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Revival Intermed. 
1968 143 1825 "early 19th century" 
66 Broad 
Street Revival Intermed. 
1969 187 1782 1782 32 South Battery Colonial High 
1969 194 1775 1775 12 Orange Street Colonial High 
1969 196 1773 pre-1774 60 Church Street Colonial High 
1969 197 1772 1767-1772 106 Tradd Street Colonial High 
1969 200 1769 1769 10 Atlantic Street Colonial Intermed. 
1969 221 1748 1748 25 Tradd Street Colonial Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1969 234 1735 
1735 
(front) 
1800-1810  
98 Broad 
Street Colonial Intermed. 
1969 42 1927 late 1920s 
9 St  
Michaels  
Alley 
Colonial 
Revival Intermed. 
1969 73 1896 1896 17 East Battery 
Colonial 
Revival High 
1969 130 1839 pre-1840 108 King Street Federal High 
1969 139 1830 1830 
123 
Queen 
Street 
Federal High 
1969 149 1820 1820 45 Tradd Street Federal Intermed. 
1969 159 1810 1810 9 Lamboll Street Federal Low 
1969 160 1809 pre-1810 32 Legare Street Federal High 
1969 160 1809 pre-1810 32 Legare Street Federal High 
1969 162 1807 1788-1807 37 Legare Street Federal Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1969 166 1803 1803 
18 
Meeting 
Street 
Federal High 
1969 169 1800 1800 68 Broad Street Federal High 
1969 171 1798 
1798, and 
earthquake  
damage 
and 
changes 
post-1886 
50 Broad 
Street Federal High 
1969 181 1788 1782-1788 74 Church Street Federal Intermed. 
1969 194 1775 1771-1775 54 Broad Street Federal Intermed. 
1969 88 1881 1881 110 Ashley Avenue Revival High 
1969 89 1880 1880 48 Savage Street Revival Intermed. 
1969 97 1872 1872 31 Savage Street Revival High 
1969 109 1860 1850-1860 14 Lamboll Street Revival High 
1969 118 1851 1851 58 Anson Street Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1969 119 1850 1850 100 Ashley Avenue Revival Intermed. 
1969 123 1846 1846 32 Society Street Revival High 
1969 129 1840 1840 
220  
Calhoun  
Street 
Revival High 
1969 135 1834 1834 
44  
Charlotte  
Street 
Revival High 
1970 90 1880 1880 54 Church Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1970 8 1962 1962 2 Exchange Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1970 69 1901 pre-1902 
141  
Wentworth  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1970 71 1899 1899 
121  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1970 72 1898 1898 42 Church Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1970 80 1890 1890 253 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1970 80 1890 1889-1890 50 Church Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1970 84 1886 1886 125 Broad Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1970 92 1878 1876 21 Savage Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1970 170 1800 1760 -1800 
23 
Meeting 
Street 
Colonial High 
1970 170 1800 1760-1800 
25 
Meeting 
Street 
Colonial Intermed. 
1970 187 1783 1783 
89-91  
Church  
Street 
Colonial Intermed. 
1970 191 1779 post-1778 26 Tradd Street Colonial High 
1970 193 1777 pre-1778 47 Church Street Colonial High 
1970 194 1776 1776 4  Orange Street Colonial Low 
1970 194 1776 1776 8 Orange Street Colonial Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1970 200 1770 1760 - 1770 1 Legare Street Colonial High 
1970 200 1770 1770 11 Orange Street Colonial Intermed. 
1970 200 1770 1770 35 Church Street Colonial Intermed. 
1970 200 1770 1770 70 Church Street Colonial High 
1970 200 1770 1770 9 Orange Street Colonial Low 
1970 201 1769 1769 7 Orange Street Colonial High 
1970 210 1760 1760 58 Tradd Street Colonial High 
1970 220 1750 1750 
59 
Meeting 
Street 
Colonial High 
1970 220 1750 
1750 , early  
19th 
century  
69 Church 
Street Colonial High 
1970 220 1750 1749-1750 
83-85  
Church  
Street 
Colonial Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1970 221 1749 1747 - 1749 79 King Street Colonial High 
1970 223 1747 post-1746 2 Ladson Street Colonial High 
1970 224 1746 1746 41 King Street Colonial High 
1970 227 1743 1743 37 Church Street Colonial High 
1970 227 1743 1743 39 Church Street Colonial High 
1970 230 1740 1740 56 Tradd Street Colonial High 
1970 238 1732 1732 126 Tradd Street Colonial High 
1970 240 1730 1730 100 Tradd Street Colonial Intermed. 
1970 242 1728 1712-1728 54 Hasell Street Colonial High 
1970 257 1713 1713 
79  
Cumberlan 
d Street 
Colonial Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1970 52 1918 1914-1918 5 New Street 
Colonial 
Revival High 
1970 60 1910 1910 37 King Street 
Colonial 
Revival High 
1970 70 1900 1900 149 East  Bay Street 
Colonial 
Revival High 
1970 73 1897 1896-1897 
77 
Meeting 
Street 
Colonial 
Revival High 
1970 90 1880 1800-1880 5 Water Street Federal High 
1970 130 1840 1818-1840 6 Water Street Federal High 
1970 135 1835 1820-1835 
105  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Federal High 
1970 140 1830 1830 
17-1/2  
Chalmers  
Street 
Federal Low 
1970 142 1828 pre-1829 
5 
Exchange 
Street 
Federal Intermed. 
1970 145 1825 early  19th  century 
102 
Church 
Street 
Federal Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1970 145 1825 1825 39 South Battery Federal High 
1970 148 1822 1822 
1 
Greenhill 
Street 
Federal Low 
1970 150 1820 c. 1820 48 Smith Street Federal High 
1970 150 1820 1820 72 Church Street Federal Intermed. 
1970 151 1819 1811-1819 7 State Street Federal High 
1970 151 1819 1819 38 Church Street Federal High 
1970 153 1817 1817, addition  
16 Broad 
Street Federal High 
1970 156 1814 1814 27 State Street Federal Low 
1970 156 1814 1814 
35 
Prioleau 
Street 
Federal Low 
1970 159 1811 1811 456 King Street Federal High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1970 160 1810 1810 12 Church Street Federal High 
1970 160 1810 1810 
68 
Meeting 
Street 
Federal High 
1970 161 1809 1803-1809 
316  
Calhoun  
Street 
Federal High 
1970 161 1809 1809 
38 
Meeting 
Street 
Federal High 
1970 162 1808 1808 
51 
Meeting 
Street 
Federal High 
1970 165 1805 "before 1806" 
8 Meeting 
Street Federal High 
1970 166 1804 1804 45 Laurens Street Federal Intermed. 
1970 167 1803 1803 
350  
Meeting  
Street 
Federal High 
1970 167 1803 1801-1803 
72 
Meeting 
Street 
Federal High 
1970 168 1802 1802 18 Elliott Street Federal Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1970 170 1800 1800 38 Queen Street Federal Intermed. 
1970 170 1800 ca. 1800  10 Queen Street Federal Intermed. 
1970 170 1800 1800 13 Church Street Federal Intermed. 
1970 170 1800 1800 18 Bull Street Federal High 
1970 170 1800 1796-1800 24 Church Street Federal Intermed. 
1970 170 1800 1800 29 X State Street Federal Low 
1970 170 1800 1800 
315-
3151/2 
King  
Street 
Federal Intermed. 
1970 170 1800 1800 44 Church Street Federal Intermed. 
1970 170 1800 1800 
5  
Cumberlan 
d Street 
Federal Low 
1970 170 1800 1800 58 South Battery Federal High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1970 170 1800 1800 68 South Battery Federal High 
1970 170 1800 1800 8 Elliott Street Federal High 
1970 171 1799 1799 82 Anson Street Federal High 
1970 173 1797 1797 103 Tradd Street Federal Intermed. 
1970 174 1796 1796 22 Church Street Federal High 
1970 174 1796 1796 
313  
Meeting  
Street 
Federal High 
1970 176 1794 1794 44 King Street Federal Intermed. 
1970 180 1790 1790 298 King Street Federal High 
1970 180 1790 1790 33 Church Street Federal Intermed. 
1970 180 1790 1790-1787 89 East Bay Street Federal Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1970 181 1789 1789 321 East  Bay Street Federal High 
1970 182 1788 1788 
10  
Exchange  
Street 
Federal Low 
1970 183 1787  pre-1788 24 Broad Street Federal High 
1970 216 1754 1754 - 1790 58 Church Street Federal Intermed. 
1970 220 1750 
1748 - 
1750, 
rebuilt 
1789- 
1896 
14 Tradd 
Street Federal Low 
1970 220 1750 
1748 - 
1750, 
rebuilt 
1789- 
1896 
16 Tradd 
Street Federal Low 
1970 229 1741 pre-1742 
1500 Old 
Towne  
Road 
Colonial Low 
1970 0 1970 1970 
12-1/2  
Exchange  
Street 
Modern Intermed. 
1970 20 1950 1950 101 Broad Street Modern Intermed. 
1970 78 1892 1892 7 Church Street Revival Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1970 80 1890 1890 2 South Battery  Revival High 
1970 83 1887 1887 9 New Street Revival Intermed. 
1970 88 1882 1882 12 Anson Street Revival Intermed. 
1970 90 1880 post-1872  pre-1888 
157 East  
Bay Street Revival High 
1970 92 1878 1876-1878 
141  
Meeting  
Street 
Revival High 
1970 93 1877 1876-1877 1 Meeting Street Revival High 
1970 96 1874 1874 157 Broad Street Revival Intermed. 
1970 96 1874 1874 
74-76  
Queen  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1970 100 1870 1870 19 Water Street Revival Intermed. 
1970 100 1870 1860-1870s 
379-381 
King 
Street 
Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1970 110 1860 1860 11 New Street Revival Intermed. 
1970 110 1860 1860 
171-1/2  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1970 110 1860 Antebellum 44 Anson Street Revival Low 
1970 110 1860 1860 4 Smith Street Revival Intermed. 
1970 115 1855 1853-1855 
12  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1970 115 1855 1855 9 Franklin Street Revival High 
1970 116 1854 1853-1854 141 East  Bay Street Revival High 
1970 117 1853 1853 
115  
Meeting  
Street 
Revival High 
1970 118 1852 pre 1853 18 Church Street Revival High 
1970 118 1852 1845-1852 40 King Street Revival High 
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Year 
of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference Built 
year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1970 118 1852 1852 62 Tradd Street Revival High 
1970 120 1850 1850 12 Franklin Street Revival High 
1970 120 1850 1850 13 Franklin Street Revival High 
1970 120 1850 1850 
14  
Gadsden  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1970 120 1850 1850 
173  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1970 120 1850 
"midnineteenth 
century" 
182  
Meeting  
Street 
Revival High 
1970 120 1850 1850 
6 St  
Michaels   
Alley 
Revival High 
1970 120 1850 1850 79 Tradd Street Revival Intermed. 
1970 120 1850 1850 
92  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
1970 123 1847 1847 
17  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1970 123 1847 1847 25 Savage Street Revival High 
1970 124 1846 1846 20 Glebe Street Revival High 
1970 124 1846 1846 50 Hasell Street Revival High 
1970 125 1845 1845 
27  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
1970 125 1845 1845-1848 
21  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
1970 125 1845 1845 26 State Street Revival Low 
1970 127 1843 1843 
23  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
1970 127 1843 1843 
30  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
1970 127 1843 1843 
32  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1970 127 1843 1843 53 Anson Street Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1970 128 1842 1842 15 Church Street Revival High 
1970 128 1842 1840-1842 44 Hasell Street Revival High 
1970 128 1842 1841-1842 
5  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1970 129 1841 1841 
137-139 
Church  
Street 
Revival Low 
1970 130 1840 1840 4 Gillon Street Revival Low 
1970 130 1840 1840 89 Hasell Street Revival High 
1970 131 1839 1839 
17  
Lockwood  
Drive 
Revival High 
1970 131 1839 1839 66 Anson Street Revival Intermed. 
1970 135 1835 1835 44 South Battery Revival High 
1970 140 1830 1830 48 Church Street Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1971 98 1873 1873 173 Broad Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1971 167 1804 1789-1804 
8  
Cumberlan 
d Street 
Colonial Low 
1971 188 1783 1783 57 East Bay Street Colonial High 
1971 189 1782 1782 80 King Street Colonial Low 
1971 194 1777 1768-1777 54 King Street Colonial High 
1971 199 1772 1772 15 Legare Street Colonial High 
1971 200 1771 
1771, 
altered late  
19th  
87 Church 
Street Colonial High 
1971 201 1770 1770 
30 
Meeting 
Street 
Colonial Intermed. 
1971 201 1770 1770 46 Tradd Street Colonial Intermed. 
1971 204 1767 1767 
39 
Meeting 
Street 
Colonial High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1971 211 1760 1760 
34 
Meeting 
Street 
Colonial High 
1971 211 1760 1760 94 King Street Colonial Low 
1971 211 1760 1760 96 King Street Colonial High 
1971 216 1755 1755 43  East Battery Colonial High 
1971 221 1750 1750 
61 
Meeting 
Street 
Colonial High 
1971 229 1742 1742 92 King Street Colonial Low 
1971 132 1839 pre-1840 98 King Street Federal High 
1971 143 1828 pre-1829 
19  
Exchange  
Street 
Federal Intermed. 
1971 147 1824 1823-1824 89 Warren Street Federal High 
1971 149 1822 1822 69 Barre Street Federal High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1971 151 1820 1820 
22 
Lamboll 
Street 
Federal High 
1971 157 1814 1814 128 Bull Street Federal High 
1971 164 1807 1807 
18 
Lamboll 
Street 
Federal High 
1971 165 1806 1806 
54  
Montagu  
Street 
Federal High 
1971 167 1804 1804 7 Gibbes Street Federal High 
1971 171 1800 1800 16 Bedons Alley Federal High 
1971 171 1800 1793-1800 22 Elliott Street Federal Low 
1971 171 1800 1800 
84  
Lenwood  
Blvd 
Federal High 
1971 179 1792 1792 69 King Street Federal High 
1971 181 1790 1790 27 Vendue Range Federal Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1971 181 1790 1790 4 Gibbes Street Federal High 
1971 181 1790 1790-1800 5 Cordes Street Federal Low 
1971 181 1790 1790 88 King Street Federal Low 
1971 181 1790 1790 
266 St  
Margaret  
Street 
Federal High 
1971 182 1789 1789 31 Legare Street Federal High 
1971 92 1879 1849-1879 200 East  Bay Street Revival High 
1971 104 1867 1867 
95  
Lenwood  
Boulevard 
Revival High 
1971 111 1860 "Antebellum " 
2 Queen 
Street Revival Intermed. 
1971 111 1860 1860 28 South Battery  Revival High 
1971 111 1860 1860 30 South Battery Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1971 111 1860 antebellum 4 Vendue Range Revival Low 
1971 112 1859 "before 1860" 
285 King 
Street Revival High 
1971 112 1859 1859 
42  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Revival High 
1971 112 1859 1859 
44  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Revival High 
1971 113 1858 1857-1858 22 South Battery  Revival High 
1971 115 1856 1856 29 East Battery Revival High 
1971 119 1852 1852 
87  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Revival High 
1971 120 1851 1851 46 King Street Revival Intermed. 
1971 121 1850 1850 0 Atlantic Street Revival Low 
1971 121 1850 1850 1 Trapman Street Revival Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1971 121 1850 1845-1850 46 Anson Street Revival High 
1971 122 1849 1849 
106 
Church 
Street 
Revival High 
1971 122 1849 1849 16 Atlantic Street Revival Intermed. 
1971 124 1847 1846-1847 72 Anson Street Revival High 
1971 131 1840 1830-1840 6 Zig Zag Alley Revival Low 
1971 133 1838 1836-1838 
21 
Lamboll 
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1971 134 1837 1837 
31 East  
Battery  
Street 
Revival High 
1971 141 1830 1830 
337  
Meeting  
Street 
Revival High 
1971 141 1830 1830 6 Atlantic Street Revival High 
1972 62 1910 1910 6 Franklin Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1972 64 1908 1908 68 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1972 81 1891 1891 11 Green Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1972 83 1889 1889 
45 
Meeting 
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1972 86 1886 1883-1886 25 East Battery 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1972 92 1880 1880 17 Bull Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1972 92 1880 1880 2 Zig Zag Alley 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1972 92 1880 1880 5 Franklin Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1972 192 1780 1778-1780 11 Water Street Colonial High 
1972 212 1760 1760 96 Church Street Colonial High 
1972 150 1822 1817-1822 2 Green Street Federal Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1972 155 1817 1817 6 Green Street Federal Low 
1972 156 1816 1802-1816 
172  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Federal High 
1972 162 1810 1810 22 Atlantic Street Federal High 
1972 170 1802 1802 58 George Street Federal High 
1972 171 1801 1801 
125 
Church 
Street 
Federal Low 
1972 171 1801 1797-1801 143 Tradd Street Federal High 
1972 171 1801 1799-1801 56 South Battery  Federal High 
1972 172 1800 1800 10 Water Street Federal Intermed. 
1972 172 1800 1800 107 King Street Federal Low 
1972 172 1800 1800 7 Cordes Street Federal Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1972 174 1798 1798 
43 
Meeting 
Street 
Federal High 
1972 184 1788 1788 52 Church Street Federal High 
1972 189 1783 1782-1783 
74  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Federal High 
1972 85 1887 1887 7 Legare Street Revival High 
1972 91 1881 1871-1881 41 Pitt Street Revival Intermed. 
1972 99 1873 1873 20 Savage Street Revival Intermed. 
1972 100 1872 "Constructe d before  
27 New 
Street Revival Intermed. 
1972 101 1871 pre-1872 67 George Street Revival High 
1972 102 1870 1870 
11 
Franklin 
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1972 102 1870 1870 8 Trumbo Street Revival Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1972 115 1857 1857 1 Water Street Revival High 
1972 115 1857 1857 3 Water Street Revival High 
1972 116 1856 1856 
75  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Revival High 
1972 119 1853 1853 26 South Battery Revival High 
1972 120 1852 1852 
162 
Queen 
Street 
Revival High 
1972 121 1851 1851, altered  
12 Bull 
Street Revival High 
1972 121 1851 pre-1852 70 Coming Street Revival High 
1972 121 1851 pre-1852 72 Coming Street Revival High 
1972 122 1850 1850 
22  
Chalmers  
Street 
Revival Low 
1972 122 1850 1850 26 Glebe Street Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1972 122 1850 1850 
29  
Montagu  
Street 
Revival High 
1972 122 1850 1850 
93  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Revival High 
1972 126 1846 1846 14 Green Street Revival High 
1972 127 1845 1837-1845 
23 
Lamboll 
Street 
Revival High 
1972 129 1843 1843 64 Hasell Street Revival High 
1972 130 1842 1842 79 Ashley Avenue Revival High 
1972 131 1841 1841 10 Green Street Revival Intermed. 
1972 132 1840 1840-1842 
108  
Beaufain  
Street 
Revival High 
1972 132 1840 1830-1840 31 Pitt Street Revival Intermed. 
1972 132 1840 1840 36 Society Street Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1972 132 1840 1840 46 Society Street Revival High 
1972 133 1839 1839 65 Anson Street Revival Intermed. 
1972 134 1838 1838 28 George Street Revival Intermed. 
1972 134 1838 1838 5 Maiden Lane Revival High 
1972 134 1838 1838, 1881 90 Ashley Avenue  Revival High 
1972 134 1838 1838 23 Legare Street Revival High 
1972 135 1837 1837 72 George Street Revival Intermed. 
1972 138 1834 1834 
214  
Calhoun  
Street 
Revival High 
1972 140 1832 1832 635 East  Bay Street Revival High 
1972 142 1830 1830 
16  
Montagu  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1972 145 1827 1822-1827 
100  
Meeting  
Street 
Revival High 
1973 23 1950 1950 51 State Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1973 66 1907 1907 2 Bull Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1973 66 1907 1907 6 Bull Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1973 66 1907 1907 8 Bull Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1973 93 1880 1880 225 East  Bay Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1973 196 1777 1777 4 Legare Street Colonial High 
1973 226 1747 1747 35 Tradd Street Colonial Intermed. 
1973 240 1733 1733 73 Church Street Colonial High 
1973 0 1973 1973 42 Anson Street 
Colonial 
Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1973 156 1817 1817 
207  
Calhoun  
Street 
Federal High 
1973 157 1816 1816 8 George Street Federal Intermed. 
1973 171 1802 1802 24 Queen Street Federal High 
1973 173 1800 1790-1800 45 East Bay Street Federal High 
1973 185 1788 1788 97 King Street Federal Low 
1973 191 1782 1778-1782 13 Tradd Street Federal High 
1973 198 1775 late 18th  century  
3 Wall 
Street Federal Intermed. 
1973 21 1952 post-1951 56 Queen Street Modern Low 
1973 92 1881 1881 47 Legare Street Revival High 
1973 98 1875 1875 165 King Street Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1973 99 1874 1874 14 Logan Street Revival Intermed. 
1973 119 1854 1854 11 Glebe Street Revival High 
1973 119 1854 1854 9 Glebe Street Revival High 
1973 121 1852 1852 
89  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Revival High 
1973 122 1851 1851 40 Coming Street Revival High 
1973 123 1850 1850 1 Wall Street Revival Intermed. 
1973 123 1850 1850 27 Anson Street Revival High 
1973 125 1848 1848 97 Tradd Street Revival Intermed. 
1973 132 1841 1840-1841 52 Society Street Revival High 
1973 132 1841 1841 
9  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1973 135 1838 1838 
138  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
1973 135 1838 1829-1838 45 Anson Street Revival Low 
1973 137 1836 1836 57 Laurens Street Revival Intermed. 
1974 64 1910 1910 89 Tradd Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1974 72 1902 1897-1902 
43  
Montagu  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1974 72 1902 1897-1902 
45  
Montagu  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1974 81 1893 1893 5 Atlantic Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1974 85 1889 1889 160 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1974 87 1887 pre-1888 175 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1974 203 1771 1771 28 Coming Street Colonial Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1974 204 1770 pre-1771 64 Tradd Street Colonial High 
1974 239 1735 1735 59 Church Street Colonial High 
1974 242 1732 1732 126 Tradd Street Colonial High 
1974 263 1711 1711 
83  
Cumberlan 
d Street 
Colonial Intermed. 
1974 146 1828 1828 21 East Battery Federal High 
1974 149 1825 1815-1825 
127 
Church 
Street 
Federal High 
1974 164 1810 c. 1810 10 State Street Federal High 
1974 170 1804 1804 49 Laurens Street Federal Intermed. 
1974 174 1800 1800 
185  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Federal Intermed. 
1974 174 1800 1800 75 Anson Street Federal High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1974 175 1799 pre-1800 4 King  Street Federal High 
1974 183 1791 1791 8 King  Street Federal High 
1974 64 1910 1910 104 Ashley Avenue Revival High 
1974 94 1880 1880 
106  
Beaufain  
Street 
Revival High 
1974 95 1879 1879 59 Coming Street Revival Intermed. 
1974 114 1860 1860 
19  
Elizabeth  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1974 116 1858 1858 
325  
Country  
Club Drive 
Revival High 
1974 118 1856 1856 5 Glebe Street Revival High 
1974 120 1854 1854 
32  
Montagu  
Street 
Revival High 
1974 124 1850 1850 15 Pitt Street Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1974 124 1850 1840-1850 58 Smith Street Revival High 
1974 124 1850 1850-1887 91 Anson Street Revival High 
1974 130 1844 1840-1844 36 Hasell Street Revival High 
1974 134 1840 1840 241 King Street Revival High 
1974 134 1840 1839-1840 288 King Street Revival High 
1974 144 1830 1830 
7  
Limehouse  
Street 
Revival High 
1974 157 1817 1817 69 Coming Street Revival High 
1974 164 1810 1800-1810 
80  
Alexander  
Street 
Revival High 
1975 55 1920 1920 111 Broad Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1975 73 1902 1902 
30  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1975 75 1900 1900 43 Coming Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1975 85 1890 1890 135 Queen Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1975 210 1765 1758-  1765 
67 Broad 
Street Colonial High 
1975 147 1828 1823-1828 13 Thomas Street Federal High 
1975 170 1805 1805 
112-114  
Wentworth  
Street 
Federal Low 
1975 175 1800 1800 30 Broad Street Federal Intermed. 
1975 177 1798 1797-1798 
222  
Calhoun  
Street 
Federal High 
1975 185 1790 1790 149 Queen Street Federal Low 
1975 185 1790 1790 
76  
Beaufain  
Street 
Federal Low 
1975 95 1880 1878-1880 163 Broad Street Revival Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1975 105 1870 1870 171 Broad Street Revival Intermed. 
1975 105 1870 1870 23 Logan Street Revival Intermed. 
1975 106 1869 1869 82 Queen Street Revival High 
1975 125 1850 1850 43 Bull Street Revival High 
1975 125 1850 
"Constructe 
d mid-19th 
century" 
96  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Revival High 
1975 135 1840 1835-1840 56 Society Street Revival High 
1975 135 1840 1836-1840  167 Broad Street Revival High 
1975 137 1838 1838, altered late  
52 Bull 
Street Revival Intermed. 
1975 137 1838 1838 33 Hasell Street Revival High 
1975 145 1830 1830s 
43 South 
Market  
Street 
Revival Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1975 204 1771 1771 38 Coming Street Revival High 
1976 71 1905 1905 
40 North 
Market  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1976 76 1900 1900 244 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1976 89 1887 1887 
213  
Meeting  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1976 150 1826 1826 
10  
Ashmead  
Place 
Federal Intermed. 
1976 162 1814 1814 10 Judith Street Federal High 
1976 163 1813 1813 
5  
Alexander  
Street 
Federal Low 
1976 166 1810 1810 20 Burns Lane Federal High 
1976 167 1809 1809 311 East  Bay Street Federal High 
1976 176 1800 1783-1800 
12  
Magazine  
Street 
Federal Low 
 
 
 
 
 
 
318
 
 
Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1976 91 1885 pre-1886 20 Council Street Revival Intermed. 
1976 98 1878 1875-1878 16 Thomas Street Revival High 
1976 105 1871 1871 241 East  Bay Street Revival Intermed. 
1976 109 1867 1867 158 Church Street Revival Intermed. 
1976 110 1866 1865-1866 159 King Street Revival High 
1976 115 1861 1861 21 Jacobs Alley Revival Low 
1976 125 1851 1851 45 Hasell Street Revival Intermed. 
1976 126 1850 1850 52 Smith Street Revival High 
1976 126 1850 1850 66 George Street Revival High 
1976 136 1840 1840 
128  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1976 136 1840 1840 
42  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1976 137 1839 1839 297 King Street Revival Intermed. 
1977 66 1911 1910-1911 20 Broad Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1977 67 1910 1910 
103  
Wentworth  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1977 67 1910 1910 57 Smith Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1977 70 1907 1907 4 Bull Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1977 75 1902 1902 
22  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1977 75 1902 1898-1902 
99  
Wentworth  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1977 79 1898 1898 91 Ashley Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1977 85 1892 1892 64 Logan Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1977 89 1888 1875-1888 89 Logan Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1977 90 1887 1881-1887 
149  
Wentworth  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1977 160 1817 
pre-1818  
and 
possibly 
one of  
oldest 
structures 
in  
110 Church 
Street Colonial High 
1977 217 1760 1760, altered  
117 Broad 
Street Colonial High 
1977 237 1740 1740 145 Church Street Colonial Low 
1977 237 1740 1740 
2  St  
Michaels  
Alley 
Colonial Intermed. 
1977 147 1830 1794, altered  
37 Broad 
Street Federal High 
1977 147 1830 1830 89 Ashley Avenue Federal High 
1977 147 1830 1820-1830 
91  
Beaufain  
Street 
Federal Intermed. 
1977 151 1826 1815-1826 
95  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Federal High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1977 157 1820 1817-1820 6 Judith Street Federal Intermed. 
1977 159 1818 1818 59 Smith Street Federal High 
1977 167 1810 1810 39 East Battery Federal High 
1977 168 1809 1809 36 Chapel Street Federal High 
1977 171 1806 1800-1806 
54 
Meeting 
Street 
Federal High 
1977 174 1803 1801-1803 
72 
Meeting 
Street 
Federal High 
1977 177 1800 1796-1800 
132 
Church 
Street 
Federal Intermed. 
1977 181 1796 1796 19 State Street Federal Intermed. 
1977 182 1795 1795 85 Broad Street Federal High 
1977 185 1792 1792 107 East  Bay Street Federal Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1977 187 1790 1790 
124 
Church 
Street 
Federal Low 
1977 0 1977 1977 
292  
Meeting  
Street 
Modern High 
1977 0 1977 1977 
Market  
Square (S  
Market St, 
Linguard  
Alley, 
State  
St, Church 
St) 
Modern Intermed. 
1977 93 1884 1884 57 Coming Street Revival Intermed. 
1977 102 1875 1875 
125 
Queen 
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1977 109 1868 1868 150 King Street Revival High 
1977 114 1863 1863 
44  
Vanderhor 
st Street 
Revival Low 
1977 117 1860 
"antebellum 
" (stoney,  
88) 
129 
Queen 
Street 
Revival Low 
1977 117 1860 1859-1860 
15 St 
Philip 
Street 
Revival High 
1977 117 1860 1860 167 Tradd Street Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1977 117 1860 1859-1860 17 St Philip Street Revival High 
1977 117 1860 1859-1860 19 St Philip Street Revival High 
1977 118 1859 1859 
42  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Revival High 
1977 119 1858 1858 
107   
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
1977 119 1858 1858 24 Bull Street Revival High 
1977 121 1856 1852-1856 17 John Street Revival Low 
1977 126 1851 1851 
156  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
1977 126 1851 1851 70 Logan Street Revival Low 
1977 127 1850 1850 
120  
Meeting  
Street 
Revival High 
1977 134 1843 1843 20 South Battery Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1977 136 1841 1841 22 State Street Revival Low 
1977 137 1840 1840 
132  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
1977 137 1840 1840 15 Thomas Street Revival High 
1977 137 1840 1840 
266  
Meeting  
Street 
Revival High 
1977 137 1840 1840 36 Coming Street Revival Intermed. 
1977 147 1830 1830 
16  
Montagu  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1977 150 1827 1827 73 Pitt Street Revival High 
1977 153 1824 1823-1824 
61-63 
Smith  
Street 
Revival High 
1978 68 1910 1910 
36  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1978 76 1902 1888-1902 100 Logan Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1978 78 1900 1900 102 Logan Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1978 95 1883 1883 
114-114- 
1/2 Queen  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1978 98 1880 1880 
112 
Queen 
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1978 200 1778 1778 101 Tradd Street Colonial Intermed. 
1978 208 1770 
1770-1771, 
altered in  
1820 and  
95 Broad 
Street Colonial Intermed. 
1978 148 1830 1830 54 Smith Street Federal High 
1978 162 1816 1811-1816 
126  
Coming  
Street 
Federal High 
1978 166 1812 pre-1813 160 East  Bay Street Federal Low 
1978 176 1802 1802 2 Amherst Street Federal High 
1978 182 1796 1786-1796 89 Broad Street Federal Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1978 191 1787 "Constructe d before  
186 King 
Street Federal High 
1978 193 1785 1785 19 Vendue Range Federal High 
1978 102 1876 1876 
16 
Meeting 
Street 
Revival High 
1978 128 1850 1850s 39 Hayne Street Revival Low 
1978 128 1850 1845-1850 52 Anson Street Revival Intermed. 
1978 133 1845 1845 2 Wragg Square Revival High 
1978 133 1845 1845 42 Hasell Street Revival High 
1978 143 1835 1835 36 Mary Street Revival Low 
1979 25 1954 pre-1955 
41 South 
Market  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1979 65 1914 1914 290 East  Bay Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1979 85 1894 1894 8 New Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1979 89 1890 1890 57 Chapel Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1979 92 1887 1887 129 Broad Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1979 99 1880 1880 109 Smith Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1979 99 1880 1880 
12  
Gadsden  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1979 59 1920 1918-1920 73 East Bay Street 
Colonial 
Revival High 
1979 158 1821 1821 
11  
Magazine  
Street 
Federal Low 
1979 159 1820 1817-1820 8 Judith Street Federal Intermed. 
1979 171 1808 1807-1808 50 Laurens Street Federal High 
1979 180 1799 pre-1800 4 King  Street Federal High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1979 180 1799 1799 
6  
Alexander  
Street 
Federal Low 
1979 184 1795 1795 
49 South 
Market  
Street 
Federal High 
1979 41 1938 1938 70 State Street Modern Low 
1979 119 1860 antebellum 63 Warren Street Revival Intermed. 
1979 126 1853 1853 1 Broad Street Revival High 
1979 128 1851 1835-1851 
38  
Chalmers  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1979 139 1840 1840 86 Warren Street Revival High 
1979 140 1839 1839 295 King Street Revival Low 
1979 141 1838 1838 
252  
Meeting  
Street 
Revival Low 
1979 144 1835 1831-1835 
208  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Revival Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1979 149 1830 1830 
36  
Charlotte  
Street 
Revival High 
1980 93 1887 "late 1880s" 
3 Murphy 
Court 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1980 166 1814 pre-1815 4 Pitt Street Federal Intermed. 
1980 180 1800 1800 58 South Battery Federal High 
1980 180 1800 1800 44 Queen Street Federal High 
1980 192 1788 pre-1789 
13  
Montagu  
Street 
Federal Intermed. 
1980 90 1890 1890 7 Murphy Court Revival Intermed. 
1980 100 1880 1880 1 Murphy Court Revival Low 
1980 100 1880 1880 5 Murphy Court Revival Low 
1980 127 1853 1853 23 State Street Revival High 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
330
 
 
Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1980 128 1852 1850-1852 178 Ashley Avenue Revival High 
1980 130 1850 1850 52 Smith Street Revival High 
1980 140 1840 1840 57 Warren Street Revival Low 
1980 142 1838 1838 58 Society Street Revival High 
1981 87 1894 1894 19 Anson Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1981 91 1890 1890 79 Pitt Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1981 109 1872 
"Constructe 
d before  
1873" 
14 New 
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1981 210 1771 1767-1771 122 East  Bay Street Colonial High 
1981 211 1770 
1770-1771, 
altered in  
1820 and  
95 Broad 
Street Colonial Intermed. 
1981 241 1740 1740 
36 
Meeting 
Street 
Colonial Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1981 64 1917 1917 
99 South 
Market  
Street 
Colonial 
Revival High 
1981 155 1826 pre-1827 
24-26  
Clifford  
Street 
Federal High 
1981 165 1816 1816 64 Warren Street Federal Intermed. 
1981 191 1790 1788-1790 6 Lamboll Street Federal Intermed. 
1981 0 1981 1981 
25 St 
Philip 
Street 
Modern Intermed. 
1981 87 1894 1894 18 Anson Street Revival Low 
1981 87 1894 1887-1894 
204-206 
King 
Street 
Revival High 
1981 101 1880 1870-1880 3 Judith Street Revival Low 
1981 103 1878 1878 
148  
Coming  
Street 
Revival Low 
1981 116 1865 1865 78 Queen Street Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1981 121 1860 "before the Civil War" 
11 Anson 
Street Revival Intermed. 
1981 121 1860 1860 12 Clifford Street Revival Low 
1981 121 1860 1860 29 Smith Street Revival High 
1981 128 1853 1853 
23-1/2 
State  
Street 
Revival High 
1981 128 1853 1853 
23-1/2 
State  
Street 
Revival High 
1981 131 1850 1850 
17 
Franklin 
Street 
Revival High 
1981 141 1840 1830-1840 31 Pitt Street Revival Intermed. 
1981 141 1840 1840 190 Tradd Street Revival Intermed. 
1981 141 1840 1840 
41  
Elizabeth  
Street 
Revival Low 
1982 82 1900 1900 110 Tradd Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1982 92 1890 1890 129 Smith Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1982 100 1882 1882 41 State Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1982 110 1872 1872 
233-235  
Meeting  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1982 206 1776 1776 3 Orange Street Colonial High 
1982 213 1769 1769 7 Orange Street Colonial High 
1982 222 1760 1760 94 Tradd Street Colonial High 
1982 264 1718 1718 38 Tradd Street Colonial Intermed. 
1982 153 1829 1819-1829 
11  
Montagu  
Street 
Federal Intermed. 
1982 162 1820 1790-1820 3 Pitt Street Federal High 
1982 168 1814 1814 10 Judith Street Federal High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1982 176 1806 1802-1806 
24  
Montagu  
Street 
Federal Low 
1982 182 1800 1800 8 Queen Street Federal Low 
1982 204 1778 pre-1779 
129 
Church 
Street 
Federal Low 
1982 2 1980 1980 
2  
Cumberlan 
d Street 
Modern High 
1982 3 1979 1979 7 Montagu Street Modern High 
1982 95 1887 1887 46 Warren Street Revival Intermed. 
1982 102 1880 1880 
10  
Gadsden  
Street 
Revival Low 
1982 108 1874 1874 
173  
Meeting  
Street 
Revival High 
1982 122 1860 1860 10 Clifford Street Revival Low 
1982 132 1850 1850 
67  
Alexander  
Street 
Revival Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1982 134 1848 1848 30 Anson Street Revival High 
1982 135 1847 1847 
44  
Montagu  
Street 
Revival High 
1982 137 1845 1845 
96 North 
Market  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1982 142 1840 1840 30 Society Street Revival Low 
1983 75 1908 1908 
64  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1983 94 1889 pre-1890 13 Council Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1983 98 1885 1882-1885 136 Tradd Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1983 103 1880 1880 35 Coming Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1983 204 1779 1779 2 Unity Alley Colonial Intermed. 
1983 213 1770 1770 
58 
Meeting 
Street 
Colonial High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1983 2 1981 1981 2 Montagu Street 
Colonial 
Revival Low 
1983 153 1830 1820-1830 
10-12  
Coming  
Street 
Federal Low 
1983 162 1821 pre-1822 
187  
Wentworth  
Street 
Federal High 
1983 179 1804 1804, 20th cent.  
32 Church 
Street Federal Low 
1983 183 1800 1800 30 Church Street Federal Low 
1983 185 1798 1798 26 Coming Street Federal Intermed. 
1983 200 1783 1782-1783 
74  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Federal High 
1983 0 1983 1983 174 East  Bay Street Modern High 
1983 0 1983 1983 
46  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Modern High 
1983 123 1860 1860 147 Queen Street Revival Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1983 131 1852 1850-1852 
112 North 
Market  
Street 
Revival High 
1983 132 1851 1851 8 Chalmers Street Revival High 
1983 133 1850 1850 195 East  Bay Street Revival High 
1983 136 1847 1847 
27  
Montagu  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1983 143 1840 1840 198 East  Bay Street Revival High 
1983 143 1840 1840 6 Greenhill Street Revival High 
1983 144 1839 1839 
20  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
1984 92 1892 1890-1892 2 Meeting Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1984 94 1890 1890 185 East  Bay Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1984 94 1890 1890 70 Smith Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1984 104 1880 1880 162 Tradd Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1984 114 1870 1870 105 Tradd Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1984 234 1750 1750 , altered  
92 Broad 
Street Colonial High 
1984 244 1740 1740 
107 
Church 
Street 
Colonial Low 
1984 138 1846 1846 48 South Battery Federal High 
1984 154 1830 1830 
18  
Radcliffe  
Street 
Federal High 
1984 174 1810 1810 43 Laurens Street Federal Intermed. 
1984 177 1807 1807 
286  
Meeting  
Street 
Federal High 
1984 184 1800 1790-1800 
11-1/2 
State  
Street 
Federal High 
1984 194 1790 1790 
48-1/2  
South  
Battery 
Federal Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1984 97 1887 post-1852  and pre- 
2 Talon 
Court Revival Low 
1984 104 1880 1880 7 Montagu Court Revival Low 
1984 106 1878 1878 48 Pitt Street Revival Intermed. 
1984 112 1872 1872 
272  
Meeting  
Street 
Revival High 
1984 114 1870 pre-1871 
121  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
1984 114 1870 1870 
287  
Meeting  
Street 
Revival High 
1984 114 1870 1870 44 Savage Street Revival Intermed. 
1984 128 1856 1856 29 East Battery Revival High 
1984 131 1853 1853 198 King Street Revival High 
1984 134 1850 1850 
28  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1984 134 1850 1850 
46  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
1984 134 1850 1850 91 Tradd Street Revival Low 
1984 142 1842 1840-1842 55 Society Street Revival High 
1984 144 1840 1840 34 Chapel Street Revival High 
1985 105 1880 1880 22 New Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1985 210 1775 1775 30 King Street Colonial Low 
1985 213 1772 1772 15 Legare Street Colonial High 
1985 215 1770 1770 46 Tradd Street Colonial Intermed. 
1985 215 1770 pre-1771 64 Tradd Street Colonial High 
1985 215 1770 1770 15 Meeting Street Colonial High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1985 225 1760 1760 
37 
Meeting 
Street 
Colonial High 
1985 249 1736 1736 53 Tradd Street Colonial High 
1985 5 1980 1980 6 Bedons Alley 
Colonial 
Revival Intermed. 
1985 160 1825 1817-1825 9 Legare Street Federal High 
1985 161 1824 1823-1824 89 Warren Street Federal High 
1985 166 1819 1815-1819 
89  
Beaufain  
Street 
Federal High 
1985 168 1817 1817 27 George Street Federal High 
1985 180 1805 1803-1805 317 East  Bay Street Federal High 
1985 185 1800 1800 58 South Battery Federal High 
1985 195 1790 1790 4 Bedons Alley Federal High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1985 2 1983 1983 
50 1/2 
Legare  
Street 
Modern Intermed. 
1985 25 1960 1960 299 East  Bay Street Modern Intermed. 
1985 115 1870 1870 52 Legare Street Revival Intermed. 
1985 129 1856 pre-1857 84 Bull Street Revival High 
1985 131 1854 1854 99 Bull Street Revival High 
1985 137 1848 1848 35 Chapel Street Revival Low 
1985 140 1845 1845 0  Tradd Street Revival Intermed. 
1985 145 1840 1840 
34  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Revival High 
1985 145 1840 1840 
59 
Hanover 
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1985 146 1839 1839 229 King Street Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1985 146 1839 1839 231 King Street Revival High 
1985 153 1832 1832 28 Chapel Street Revival High 
1986 76 1910 1910 39 Chapel Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1986 77 1909 1909 
171 
Church 
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1986 92 1894 1894 23 Anson Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1986 92 1894 1894 25 Anson Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1986 99 1887 
"Constructe 
d prior to  
1888" 
78  
Radcliffe  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1986 73 1913 1913 52 Murray Boulevard 
Colonial 
Revival High 
1986 156 1830 1830 1 Atlantic Street Federal High 
1986 166 1820 1820 100 Bull Street Federal Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1986 168 1818 1818 55 Church Street Federal High 
1986 170 1816 1816 64 Warren Street Federal Intermed. 
1986 172 1814 1814 128 Bull Street Federal High 
1986 176 1810 1790-1810 
116 
Church 
Street 
Federal High 
1986 184 1802 1802 104 Bull Street Federal High 
1986 211 1775 late 18th  century  
3 Wall 
Street Federal Intermed. 
1986 236 1750 mid-18th  century  
102 Tradd 
Street Federal Intermed. 
1986 0 1986 1987 
177 
Church 
Street 
Modern Low 
1986 0 1986 1986 
130  
Market  
Street 
Modern Low 
1986 0 1986 1986 
144-148 
Coming  
Street 
Modern Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1986 94 1892 1892 150 Tradd Street Revival Intermed. 
1986 106 1880 1878-1880 149 King Street Revival Intermed. 
1986 115 1871 1871 241 East  Bay Street Revival Intermed. 
1986 115 1871 pre-1872 
47 
Calhoun 
Street 
Revival Low 
1986 136 1850 1850 11 Gibbes Street Revival Low 
1986 147 1839 1839 66 Hasell Street Revival High 
1986 148 1838 1838 245 King Street Revival High 
1986 179 1807 1870 237 King Street Revival High 
1986 196 1790 1790 
48-1/2  
South  
Battery 
Revival High 
1986 208 1778 "Constructe d before  
6 Orange 
Street Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1987 83 1904 1904 
15  
Archdale  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1987 102 1885 1885 125 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1987 215 1772 1772 64 South Battery Colonial High 
1987 225 1762 1762 55 King Street Colonial High 
1987 167 1820 1820 21 Burns Lane Federal Intermed. 
1987 172 1815 1815 53 Laurens Street Federal High 
1987 179 1808 1808 409 King Street Federal Intermed. 
1987 183 1804 1804 0 George Street Federal High 
1987 187 1800 1783-1800 
12  
Magazine  
Street 
Federal Low 
1987 197 1790 1790 9 Church Street Federal High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1987 197 1790 1790 
19 
Lamboll 
Street 
Federal Intermed. 
1987 0 1987 1987 
134  
Meeting  
Street 
Modern High 
1987 4 1983 1983 
198  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Modern Low 
1987 100 1887 1886-1887 47 South Battery Revival High 
1987 106 1881 1881 110 Ashley Avenue Revival High 
1987 137 1850 1850 
315-
3151/2 
East  
Bay Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1987 141 1846 1838-1846 
268  
Calhoun  
Street 
Revival High 
1987 147 1840 1840 29 Hasell Street Revival High 
1987 147 1840 1840 332 King Street Revival High 
1987 148 1839 1839 328 East  Bay Street Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1987 149 1838 1838 
256  
Meeting  
Street 
Revival High 
1987 149 1838 1838 49 Society Street Revival High 
1987 149 1838 1838 51 Society Street Revival High 
1987 157 1830 1830 5 Legare Street Revival High 
1987 157 1830 1830 5 Pitt Street Revival High 
1988 94 1894 1894 
27  
Charlotte  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1988 118 1870 1870 42 Pitt Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1988 225 1763 1763, altered  
116 Broad 
Street Colonial High 
1988 166 1822 1822 69 Barre Street Federal High 
1988 178 1810 1805-1810 4 John Street Federal High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1988 116 1872 1872 55 Warren Street Revival Intermed. 
1988 118 1870 1870 
35  
Charlotte  
Street 
Revival High 
1988 128 1860 1860 
145 
Queen 
Street 
Revival Low 
1988 128 1860 1860 44 Legare Street Revival Intermed. 
1988 138 1850 1850-1887 91 Anson Street Revival High 
1988 138 1850 1850 37 Coming Street Revival Low 
1988 148 1840 1838-1840 220 King Street Revival High 
1988 150 1838 1838 33 Hasell Street Revival High 
1988 152 1836 1836 71 Pitt Street Revival Low 
1988 153 1835 1834-1835 
16  
Charlotte  
Street 
Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1989 1 1988 1988 
55  
Vanderhor 
st Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1989 96 1893 1893 
32  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1989 99 1890 1890 23 Pitt Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1989 207 1782 1782 32 South Battery Colonial High 
1989 239 1750 1750 
25  
Longitude  
Lane 
Colonial Low 
1989 174 1815 1815 
59  
Beaufain  
Street 
Federal High 
1989 181 1808 1808 91 Smith Street Federal Low 
1989 189 1800 1796-1800 69 Meeting Street Federal High 
1989 189 1800 1800 
144  
Wentworth  
Street 
Federal Intermed. 
1989 190 1799 1799 4 Montagu Street Federal Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1989 1 1988 1988 
57  
Vanderhor 
st Street 
Modern Intermed. 
1989 1 1988 1988 
59  
Vanderhor 
st Street 
Modern Intermed. 
1989 118 1871 pre-1872 1 Jasper Street Revival Low 
1989 119 1870 1870 18 Logan Street Revival High 
1989 129 1860 1860 
15  
Montagu  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1989 137 1852 1852 54 Chapel Street Revival Intermed. 
1989 139 1850 1850 
30-1/2 
State  
Street 
Revival Low 
1989 139 1850 1850 44 Morris Street Revival Low 
1989 149 1840 1840 89 Smith Street Revival High 
1989 153 1836 1834-1836 172 Tradd Street Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1989 156 1833 1833 6 Thomas Street Revival High 
1990 68 1922 1922 3 Marion Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1990 77 1913 1913 
136 
Queen 
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1990 77 1913 1913 494 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1990 100 1890 1890 24 Cooper Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1990 110 1880 1880 19 New Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1990 110 1880 1880 
21  
Montagu  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1990 119 1871 pre-1872 
106  
Columbus  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1990 123 1867 1867 125 Bull Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1990 75 1915 1915 62 Murray Boulevard 
Colonial 
Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1990 150 1840 1840 30 Warren Street Federal Low 
1990 104 1886 1886 42 Warren Street Revival Low 
1990 105 1885 1885 
103  
Alexander  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1990 108 1882 1881-1882 
85  
Alexander  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1990 120 1870 1870 9 Judith Street Revival Intermed. 
1990 129 1861 1859-1861 192 Ashley Avenue Revival High 
1990 130 1860 1860 
165 
Queen 
Street 
Revival High 
1990 140 1850 1850 9 Archdale Street Revival Intermed. 
1990 146 1844 1844 85 King Street Revival High 
1990 155 1835 1835 
63  
Beaufain  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1991 71 1920 1920 
67  
Moultrie  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1991 76 1915 1915 
5 St  
Michaels  
Alley 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1991 96 1895 1895 76 Spring Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1991 106 1885 1885 545 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1991 107 1884 1884 30 Mary Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1991 39 1952 1951-1952 
79  
Alexander  
Street 
Colonial 
Revival High 
1991 162 1829 1829 114 Broad Street Federal High 
1991 163 1828 1815-1828 
29  
Charlotte  
Street 
Federal High 
1991 171 1820 1820 
32  
Charlotte  
Street 
Federal Low 
1991 181 1810 1806-1810 426 King Street Federal Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1991 183 1808 
1786-1808, 
additions 
after 1813  
48 Bull 
Street Federal Low 
1991 185 1806 1806 71 Anson Street Federal High 
1991 100 1891 1891 
26  
Radcliffe  
Street 
Revival High 
1991 121 1870 1852-1870 21 King Street Revival High 
1991 131 1860 
"Before the 
War  
Between  
83 Ashley 
Avenue Revival High 
1991 137 1854 1853-1854 141 East  Bay Street Revival High 
1991 137 1854 1854 
34  
Montagu  
Street 
Revival High 
1991 138 1853 1849-1853 
375  
Meeting  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1991 140 1851 "Constructe d before  
83 Spring 
Street Revival Low 
1991 141 1850 1850 39 Coming Street Revival Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1991 141 1850 
1840-1850, 
later 19th 
century  
47 Chapel 
Street Revival Intermed. 
1991 150 1841 1841 
137-139 
Church  
Street 
Revival Low 
1991 151 1840 1840 
116  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1991 191 1800 ca. 1800s 213 East  Bay Street Revival Intermed. 
1992 112 1880 1880 
59-1/2  
Columbus  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1992 80 1912 1911-1912 549 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1992 82 1910 1905-1910 9 Thomas Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1992 92 1900 1900 
118  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1992 92 1900 1900 158 Broad Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1992 93 1899 1899 5 Short Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1992 102 1890 1890 
152  
Cannon  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1992 162 1830 1830 66 Warren Street Federal Intermed. 
1992 165 1827 1827 72 Pitt Street Federal Intermed. 
1992 172 1820 1820 4 Zig Zag Alley Federal Low 
1992 192 1800 1800 26 Vendue Range Federal Low 
1992 44 1948 1948 414 King Stret Modern High 
1992 112 1880 1880 
345  
Meeting  
Street 
Revival High 
1992 132 1860 1850-1860 138 Logan Street Revival High 
1992 140 1852 1852 4 George Street Revival High 
1992 152 1840 1825-1840 161 Spring Street Revival Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1992 152 1840 1840 273 King Street Revival High 
1992 152 1840 1837-1840 73 Warren Street Revival High 
1993 73 1920 1920 
163-163- 
1/2  
Coming  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1993 83 1910 1910 6 Halsey Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1993 99 1894 1894 
50  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1993 0 1993 1990-1993 
15  
Beaufain  
Street 
Colonial 
Revival Intermed. 
1993 83 1910 1910 2 Perry Street 
Colonial 
Revival High 
1993 168 1825 1825 57 Cannon Street Federal Low 
1993 177 1816 1802-1816 
172  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Federal High 
1993 193 1800 1800 62 Broad Street Federal High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1993 0 1993 1993 
8 
Charlotte 
Street 
Modern Low 
1993 105 1888 1888 
12  
Vanderhor 
st Street 
Modern Intermed. 
1993 99 1894 1887-1894 
204-206 
King 
Street 
Revival High 
1993 110 1883 1882-1883 
231  
Calhoun  
Street 
Revival High 
1993 122 1871 1854-1871 218 Ashley Avenue Revival High 
1993 123 1870 1870 
29  
Archdale  
Street 
Revival Low 
1993 133 1860 1852-1860 
236  
Coming  
Street 
Revival Low 
1993 136 1857 1857 81 Mary Street Revival High 
1993 138 1855 1855 
1 
Charlotte 
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1993 145 1848 1848 32 Ann Street Revival Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1993 145 1848 1847-1848 
98  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
1994 87 1907 1906-1907 95 Church Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1994 94 1900 1900 287 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1994 99 1895 1895 28 Warren Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1994 102 1892 1892 63 Logan Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1994 109 1885 1885 152 Broad Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1994 156 1838 1835-1838 146 Church Street Colonial High 
1994 233 1761 1752 - 1761 
80 Meeting 
Street Colonial High 
1994 80 1914 1914 
86  
Jonathan  
Lucas  
Street 
Colonial 
Revival High 
1994 177 1817 1817 332 East  Bay Street Federal High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1994 177 1817 1810-1817 542 King Street Federal High 
1994 0 1994 1994 171 East  Bay Street Modern High 
1994 2 1992 1992 7 Savage Street Modern Low 
1994 99 1895 1895 509 King Street Revival High 
1994 119 1875 1875 19 Short Street Revival High 
1994 122 1872 1852-1872 29 Percy Street Revival Low 
1994 132 1862 1862 
207  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Revival High 
1994 134 1860 1860 14 Jasper Street Revival Low 
1994 142 1852 1852 
46  
Pinckney  
Street 
Revival High 
1994 144 1850 1850 
70  
Cunnington  
Avenue 
Revival Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1994 145 1849 1849 
15 
Prioleau 
Street 
Revival Low 
1994 154 1840 1840 
265-267 
King 
Street 
Revival High 
1994 155 1839 1839 
17  
Lockwood  
Drive 
Revival High 
1994 155 1839 1839 17 Coming Street Revival Intermed. 
1994 161 1833 1833 201 Ashley Avenue Revival High 
1994 164 1830 1825-1830 171 Ashley Avenue Revival High 
1995 88 1907 1907 60 Nassau Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1995 105 1890 1890 
66  
Vanderhor 
st Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1995 113 1882 1882 25 New Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1995 115 1880 1880 
167  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1995 195 1800 1760-1800 
25 
Meeting 
Street 
Colonial Intermed. 
1995 263 1732 1732 126 Tradd Street Colonial High 
1995 0 1995 1995 47 King Street 
Colonial 
Revival High 
1995 175 1820 1820 
18  
Amherst  
Street 
Federal Low 
1995 179 1816 1816 301 East  Bay Street Federal High 
1995 189 1806 1806 
54  
Montagu  
Street 
Federal High 
1995 193 1802 1800-1802 51 East Bay Street Federal High 
1995 0 1995 1995 221 Ashley Avenue Modern Low 
1995 2 1993 1993 
15  
Elizabeth  
Street 
Modern Low 
1995 2 1993 1993 
17  
Elizabeth  
Street 
Modern Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1995 105 1890 1890 72 Nassau Street Revival Low 
1995 122 1873 1873 61 Queen Street Revival High 
1995 125 1870 1870 20 Trumbo Street Revival High 
1995 129 1866 post-1865 12 Short Street Revival Intermed. 
1995 142 1853 post-1852  69 Ashley Avenue Revival Intermed. 
1995 143 1852 1852 33 Bogard Street Revival Low 
1995 143 1852 1852 
72  
Radcliffe  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1995 145 1850 1850 
570  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Revival High 
1995 155 1840 1840 
176  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Revival High 
1995 155 1840 1840 
179  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1995 155 1840 1828-1840 32 Mary Street Revival Low 
1995 160 1835 1835 29 Legare Street Revival High 
1996 83 1913 1913 
140 
Queen 
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1996 91 1905 1905 
113  
Alexander  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
1996 96 1900 1900 15 Atlantic Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1996 107 1889 1889 160 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1996 111 1885 1882-1885 134 Tradd Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1996 256 1740 1740 54 Tradd Street Colonial Intermed. 
1996 87 1909 1909 67 South Battery 
Colonial 
Revival High 
1996 178 1818 1818 65 Cannon Street Federal High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1996 126 1870 1870 
171-173 
King 
Street 
Revival High 
1996 126 1870 1870 36 Legare Street Revival High 
1996 138 1858 1830-1858 196 Tradd Street Revival High 
1996 143 1853 1853 184 Ashley Avenue Revival High 
1996 146 1850 pre-1851 
27 
Lamboll 
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
1997 58 1939 1937-1939 227 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1997 77 1920 1920 260 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1997 77 1920 1920 491 Huger Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1997 109 1888 1884-1888 900 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1997 117 1880 1880 
184  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1997 238 1759 1759 41 Legare Street Colonial Intermed. 
1997 0 1997 1997 
4  
Longitude  
Lane 
Modern Low 
1997 0 1997 1997 
3380  
Ashley  
River Road 
Modern High 
1997 51 1946 1946 115 Church Street Modern High 
1997 55 1942 1942 446-448 King Street Modern High 
1997 117 1880 1880 
40  
Archdale  
Street 
Revival High 
1997 125 1872 1852-1872 90 Morris Street Revival Low 
1998 55 1943 pre-1944 
85  
Wentworth  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1998 83 1915 1915 29 Chapel Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1998 83 1915 1915 
310  
Concord  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1998 98 1900 1900 
6  
Wentworth  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1998 116 1882 1882 82 Spring Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1998 132 1866 "After the Civil War" 
19  
Pinckney  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
1998 0 1998 1998 
360  
Fishburne  
Street 
Modern Intermed. 
1998 0 1998 1998 586 East  Bay Street Modern Intermed. 
1998 0 1998 1998 588 East  Bay Street Modern Intermed. 
1998 118 1880 1880 1 Percy Street Revival High 
1998 122 1876 1876 77 Spring Street Revival Intermed. 
1998 148 1850 1850 6 Legare Street Revival Intermed. 
1999 89 1910 1910 
174 St  
Philip  
Street B 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1999 112 1887 1881-1887 
149  
Wentworth  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
1999 200 1799 pre-1800 90 East Bay Street Colonial Intermed. 
1999 179 1820 1816-1820 103 Church Street Federal Intermed. 
1999 200 1799 pre-1800 4 King  Street Federal High 
1999 0 1999 2000 2 Vendue Range Modern High 
1999 0 1999 1999 578 East  Bay Street Modern Intermed. 
1999 108 1891 1891 478 King Street Revival High 
1999 123 1876 1876 71 Spring Street Revival Intermed. 
1999 124 1875 1874-1875 68 Warren Street Revival Intermed. 
1999 127 1872 1872 134 Broad Street Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
1999 149 1850 1850 
174 St 
Philip  
Street A 
Revival Low 
1999 149 1850 1850 
174 St  
Philip  
Street C 
Revival High 
1999 149 1850 1850 
185 St 
Philip  
Street 
Revival Low 
1999 164 1835 1835 
176 St 
Philip  
Street 
Revival High 
2000 100 1900 1900 6 John Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2000 105 1895 1895 55 Smith Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
2000 180 1820 1820 403 King Street Federal Intermed. 
2000 0 2000 2000 
100  
Aquarium  
Wharf 
Modern High 
2000 0 2000 2000 444 King Street Modern High 
2000 120 1880 1880 
114    
Beaufain  
Street 
Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
2000 120 1880 1880 58 King Street Revival Intermed. 
2000 148 1852 1852 27 Rose Lane Revival Low 
2000 150 1850 1850 30 Tradd Street Revival High 
2000 152 1848 1847-1848 
98  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
2000 161 1839 pre-1840 440 King Street Revival High 
2000 161 1839 pre-1840 442 King Street Revival Intermed. 
2000 170 1830 1830 
31  
Elizabeth  
Street 
Revival Low 
2001 66 1935 1917-1935  
19 and 23 
Kracke  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
2001 111 1890 1890 246 Ashley Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
2001 248 1753 1753 82 Broad Street Colonial High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
2001 39 1962 1962 
66  
Columbus  
Street 
Modern Intermed. 
2001 55 1946 1946 
1478  
Savannah  
Highway 
Modern Intermed. 
2001 114 1887 1887 46 Warren Street Revival Intermed. 
2001 121 1880 1880 36 Ashe Street Revival Intermed. 
2001 131 1870 1860-1870s 
379-381 
King Street Revival High 
2001 162 1839 1838-1839 93 Hasell Street Revival High 
2002 72 1930 1930 6 Ashley Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2002 122 1880 1880 225 East  Bay Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
2002 132 1870 ca. 1870 
4-6  
Desportes  
Court 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2002 240 1762 1762 55-1/2 King Street Colonial Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
2002 252 1750 1750 
59 
Meeting 
Street 
Colonial High 
2002 79 1923 1923 3 Chisolm Street 
Colonial 
Revival High 
2002 191 1811 1811 456 King Street Federal High 
2002 193 1809 pre-1810 32 Legare Street Federal High 
2002 202 1800 1800 8 Elliott Street Federal High 
2002 202 1800 1800 14 Legare Street Federal High 
2002 206 1796 
1786- 
1796,altere 
d 1880s 
91 Broad 
Street Federal High 
2002 0 2002 2002 
1316  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Modern Low 
2002 0 2002 2002 
166 
Church 
Street 
Modern Intermed. 
2002 0 2002 2002 525 East  Bay Street Modern High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
2002 64 1938 1938 
34  
Radcliffe  
Street 
Modern Low 
2002 146 1856 1856 9 Broad Street Revival High 
2002 147 1855 1855 180 Broad Street Revival High 
2002 161 1841 1840-1841 
188  
Meeting  
Street 
Revival High 
2002 162 1840 1835-1840 
142 
Church 
Street 
Revival High 
2003 68 1935 1935 1144 King Street  
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
2003 113 1890 1890 2 Ashe Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2003 133 1870 1870 16 Orrs Court 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2003 187 1816 1802-1816 
172  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Federal High 
2003 204 1799 1796-1799 14 George Street Federal High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
2003 0 2003 2003 
250  
Savannah  
Highway 
Modern High 
2003 0 2003 2003 
6  
Lockwood  
Drive 
Modern Low 
2003 144 1859 1859 
6 
Chalmers 
Street 
Revival High 
2003 144 1859 1859 727 East  Bay Street Revival High 
2003 151 1852 1852 438 King Street Revival High 
2003 160 1843 1843 82 Pitt Street Revival High 
2003 162 1841 1840-1841 90 Hasell Street Revival High 
2003 185 1818 1818 
2557 
Cedar Hill 
Lane 
Revival High 
2004 104 1900 1900 10 Nunan Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
2004 126 1878 1878 45 Pitt Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
2004 232 1772 1760-1772 
4  
Courthous 
e Square 
Colonial High 
2004 77 1927 1920s 131 Spring Street 
Colonial 
Revival High 
2004 92 1912 1912 
77 
America 
Street 
Colonial 
Revival Low 
2004 195 1809 1809 20 Church Street Federal High 
2004 208 1796 1794-1796 56 Church Street Federal High 
2004 214 1790 1790 107 Tradd Street Federal Low 
2004 0 2004 2004 
205-
2051/2 
King  
Street 
Modern High 
2004 0 2004 2004 3 West Street Modern Low 
2004 0 2004 2004 
33-35  
Hayne  
Street 
Modern High 
2004 2 2002 2002 1 Vendue Range Modern High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
2004 126 1878 pre-1879 197 King Street Revival High 
2005 85 1920 1910-1920 
137  
President  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2005 115 1890 1890 254 Ashley Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2005 207 1798 1797-1798 
222  
Calhoun  
Street 
Federal High 
2005 0 2005 2005 
445  
Meeting  
Street 
Modern Intermed. 
2005 2 2003 2003 23 Elliott Street Modern High 
2005 64 1941 1941-1945 
186  
Concord  
Street 
Modern Low 
2005 112 1893 1893 4 Archdale Street Revival Intermed. 
2005 135 1870 1870 67 Logan Street Revival High 
2005 153 1852 1852 4 Ashe Street Revival Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
2005 155 1850 1850 
28  
Wentworth  
Street 
Revival High 
2006 76 1930 1930 
200  
Coming  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
2006 120 1886 1883-1886 25 East Battery 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
2006 235 1771 1767-1771 122 East  Bay Street Colonial High 
2006 263 1743 1743 37 Church Street Colonial High 
2006 92 1914 1914 
86  
Jonathan  
Lucas  
Street 
Colonial 
Revival High 
2006 213 1793 1783-1793 96 Broad Street Federal High 
2006 0 2006 2006 
1500 Old 
Towne  
Road 
Modern High 
2006 0 2006 2006 232 Spring Street Modern Intermed. 
2006 121 1885 1885 
5  
Limehouse  
Street 
Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
2006 146 1860 1852-1860 
248  
Coming  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
2006 153 1853 1853 1 Aiken Street Revival Intermed. 
2006 166 1840 1840 
177  
Meeting  
Street 
Revival High 
2006 171 1835 1835 2 Woolfe Street Revival Low 
2007 87 1920 1920 
3 
Elmwood 
Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2007 117 1890 1890 
201  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2007 127 1880 1880 162 Spring Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2007 207 1800 1800 
60  
Montagu  
Street 
Federal High 
2007 147 1860 1859-1860 13 Pitt Street Revival High 
2007 155 1852 1852 39 Legare Street Revival High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
2007 159 1848 1848 
20  
Charlotte  
Street 
Revival High 
2008 118 1890 1890 
3 
Magazine 
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2008 193 1815 1815 
40-1/2 
State  
Street 
Federal Intermed. 
2008 199 1809 1809 
28  
Montagu  
Street 
Federal Intermed. 
2008 206 1802 1802 
274  
Calhoun  
Street 
Federal High 
2008 128 1880 1880 
25-A  
Charlotte  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
2008 165 1843 1843 21 Legare Street Revival High 
2008 178 1830 1825-1830 171 Ashley Avenue Revival High 
2009 79 1930 1930 4 Carolina Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2009 111 1898 1898 50 Warren Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
2009 114 1895 1895 434 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
2009 199 1810 1810 
217 Fort 
Johnson  
Road 
Federal Intermed. 
2009 0 2009 2009 1 Cool Blow Modern High 
2009 168 1841 1841 37 Hasell Street Revival High 
2009 169 1840 1820-1840 
42  
Gadsden  
Street 
Revival High 
2010 206 1804 1800-1804, altered  
80 Broad 
Street Federal High 
2010 236 1774 1774 
70-1/2 
Tradd  
Street 
Colonial Low 
2010 103 1907 1907 120 Broad Street Revival High 
2010 159 1851 pre-1852 
199 St  
Philip  
Street 
Revival Low 
2010 175 1835 1835 97 Broad Street Revival High 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
382
 
 
Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
2011 81 1930 1930 
337  
Sumter   
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
2011 91 1920 1920 463 Huger Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
2011 94 1917 1917 
31  
Parkwood  
Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2011 96 1915 1915 1840 Sol Legare 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2011 130 1881 1881 479 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
2011 240 1771 
1770-1771, 
altered in  
1820 and  
93 Broad 
Street Colonial Low 
2011 197 1814 1814 
53 
Meeting 
Street 
Federal High 
2011 202 1809 1809 
135 
Church 
Street 
Federal High 
2011 204 1807 1807 18 Lamboll Street Federal High 
2011 223 1788 1782-1788 74 Church Street Federal Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
2011 137 1874 1874 
74-76  
Queen  
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
2011 161 1850 1850 66 George Street Revival High 
2011 163 1848 1848 
20  
Charlotte  
Street 
Revival High 
2011 170 1841 1840-1841 
188  
Meeting  
Street 
Revival High 
2012 77 1935 1935 
304  
President  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2012 98 1914 1914 290 East  Bay Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2012 102 1910 1910 39 Chapel Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2012 122 1890 1890 
1 
Magazine 
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2012 124 1888 1888 
108 M  
Smith  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2012 198 1814 1814 10 Judith Street Federal High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
2012 132 1880 1880 4 Amherst Street Revival Low 
2012 142 1870 1870 169 King Street Revival High 
2012 154 1858 1858 
325  
Country  
Club Drive 
Revival High 
2012 158 1854 1853-1854 
94  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Revival High 
2013 98 1915 1915 
10  
Kenilworth  
Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2013 98 1915 1915 438 Huger Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2013 99 1914 1914 443 Huger Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2013 113 1900 1900 
625  
Rutledge  
Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
2013 122 1891 1891 359 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
2013 125 1888 1887-1888 
262  
Meeting  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
2013 215 1798 1798 
43 
Meeting 
Street 
Federal High 
2013 225 1788 1788 5 Elliott Street Federal Intermed. 
2013 113 1900 1900 466 King Street Revival High 
2013 148 1865 1865 50 Bogard Street Revival Intermed. 
2013 214 1799 pre-1800 
136 
Church 
Street 
Revival High 
2014 87 1927 1927 513 King Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
2014 96 1918 1918 
6 
Elmwood 
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
2014 100 1914 1914 32 Woolfe Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
2014 124 1890 1890 142 Spring Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
2014 124 1890 1890 
306  
President  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
2014 84 1930 1930 
191 Sans 
Souci  
Street 
Colonial 
Revival High 
2014 106 1908 1908 
300 Navy 
Way  
(Quarters  
C) 
Colonial 
Revival High 
2014 134 1880 1880 6 Amherst Street Revival Intermed. 
2014 138 1876 1876 105 Broad Street Revival High 
2014 139 1875 late 19th  century 
282 King 
Street Revival High 
2014 174 1840 1840 
18 
Hanover 
Street 
Revival Intermed. 
2015 95 1920 1920 2 North  Allan Park 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
2015 98 1917 1917 
14  
Parkwood  
Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2015 100 1915 1915 
121  
Calhoun  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
2015 101 1914 1914 
114 St 
Philip  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
2015 150 1865 1865 
106  
Calhoun  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Intermed. 
2015 245 1770 1770 63 Tradd Street Colonial High 
2015 275 1740 1740 
36 
Meeting 
Street 
Colonial Intermed. 
2015 215 1800 1800 
4 South  
Adgers   
Wharf 
Federal Low 
2015 121 1894 1894 18 Anson Street Revival Low 
2015 130 1885 1885 701 East  Bay Street Revival Intermed. 
2015 143 1872 1872 405 King Street Revival High 
2015 159 1856 1855-1856 327 King Street Revival High 
2015 165 1850 
1840-1850, 
later 19th 
century  
47 Chapel 
Street Revival Intermed. 
2015 175 1840 1840 36 Coming Street Revival Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
2015 190 1825 "early 19th century" 
161 King 
Street Revival Intermed. 
2016 93 1923 1923 464 Huger Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2016 101 1915 1915 1 Wesson Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2016 102 1914 1914 
26  
Parkwood  
Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2016 111 1905 1905 
135  
Meeting  
Streeting 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
2016 116 1900 1900 
151  
Sheppard  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2016 116 1900 1900 9 Rutledge Avenue 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
2016 119 1897 1897 
649  
Meeting  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2016 275 1741 post-1740 47 East Bay Colonial High 
2016 0 2016 2016 
83  
Magnolia  
Avenue 
Modern Intermed. 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street  
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
2016 74 1942 1942 1096 Navy  Way Modern Intermed. 
2016 178 1838 1838 23 Legare Street Revival High 
2016 178 1838 1838 258 King Street Revival High 
2017 86 1931 1931 
247  
Congress  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2017 117 1900 1900 
29  
Kennedy  
Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
Low 
2017 120 1897 1897 51 Pitt Street 
Turn of 
the 20th  
Century 
High 
2017 299 1718 1718 40 Tradd Street Colonial Intermed. 
2017 87 1930 1930 79 South Battery 
Colonial 
Revival High 
2017 177 1840 1794, altered  
26 Church 
Street Federal Intermed. 
2017 0 2017 2017 
1081  
Morrison  
Drive 
Modern High 
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Year of  
Award 
Age 
when 
Awarded 
Absolute 
Built  
Date 
Reference 
Built year 
Street 
Address Style 
Degree of 
Style 
2017 62 1955 1945-1955 
720 
Magnolia 
Road 
Modern Low 
2017 137 1880 1880 50 South Street Revival Low 
2017 143 1874 1874 81 Line Street Revival Low 
2017 157 1860 
"antebellum 
" (Stoney,  
88) 
129 
Queen 
Street 
Revival Low 
2017 157 1860 1860 86 Cannon Street Revival Intermed. 
2017 182 1835 1835 44 South Battery Revival High 
391
